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AUDIT StMW\Y 
The Comnission on Higher Education (mE) was created in 1967 
to strengthen the State's postsecondary system and prevent the need-
less duplication of resources which could result from the uncoordi-
nated gTowth. of public institutions. During the ten years since 
its creation, QiE has tended to avoid or postpone actions unfavorable 
to institutions such as minimizing needless program duplication, 
pro100ting the efficient use of resources or assessing the effective-
ness of institutions. mE's limited effectiveness appears to have 
resulted from the composition of its governing board. CHE meni>ership 
was composed of nine public menbers appointed by the Governor and 
eight meni>ers representing public institutions. Although public 
members could outvote institutional representatives, CHE normally 
sought consensus of all members before taking strong actions. Mem-
bers appointed by the Governor rarely pursued actions which some or 
all institutional representatives opposed. Consequently, a few 
institutional representatives could block virtually any proposed 
am action which they felt was not favorable to their institutions. 
As a result, CHE has not completely fulfilled its responsibilities 
as intended in its original legislation. In such areas as recommending 
actions that would reduce duplication of existing programs, increase 
effectiveness and achieve economies in the management of institutions, 
CHE has either taken no action or has not been effective. 
The 19 78 General Assenb.ly recognized the need to change QiE 
menbership. Act 410 provides CHE with 18 members wholly representa-
tive of the public. This Act is intended to provide QiE with a 
membership sufficiently independent of institutional influence to 
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make decisions which will benefit the entire State, even when one or 
mre public institutions feel that their plans for development may 
be thwarted. The General Assembly has also reinforced mE's 
responsibility to develop a master plan, approve new academic programs, 
identify and reconmend termination of unnecessary programs and prepare 
a comprehensive appropriation request on behalf of public institutions. 
In strengthening mE, South Carolina joined thirteen other states 
which since 1959 have mved away from voluntary or advisory coordi-
nating agencies to coordinating agencies with limited regulatory 
powers (see Appendix A). Other states have also discovered that as 
weak coordinating agencies are strengthened, members representing the 
general public nrust be added to assure that a stronger coordinating 
agency will use its powers. Whereas South Carolina previously had the 
highest proportion of institutional representation among other states 
with similar coordinating agencies, now South Carolina and ten other 
states have no institutional membership on their coordinating bodies. 
am, while composed of both public and institutional represen-
tatives, pmsued its responsibilities in long-range planning, academic 
coordination and budget review in directions which would elicit the 
least opposition from institutions and, by doing so, neglected 
important statewide problems. First, in developing a master plan 
am is assuming substantial growth in higher education while ignoring 
the implications of factors indicating that some, if not all, public 
colleges and universities will have to manage little or no growth 
over the next decade. Second, am has emphasized approval of new 
programs while giving a low priority to identifying and reco~nding 
the elimination of u:nnecessary existing programs. And third, in 
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attempting to develop an appropriation fonnula that would be acceptable 
to all institutions, aiE has built provisions into the fonnula which 
would ftmd some institutions in excess of the aiiDtmts necessazy to 
operate in a reasonably economical manner. 
This audit does not describe CHE accomplishments but fOcuses on 
problems which deserve the immediate attention of the newly restructuretl 
aiE. The Audit Cotmcil recognizes that the new aiE has not yet had 
time to address these problems and thus has confined its criticisms 
to the am as previously constituted. The major findings discussed in 
detail in Chapters I , II and II I are surmnarized in the following sections . 
The Audit Cotmcil makes 22 specific recommendations fer improvement that 
are listed at the end of each chapter. These reconmendations offer some 
new directions for CHE and are intended to provide a future agenda for 
mere effective CHE action. 
Inadequate Long-Range Planning (Chapter I) 
Developing a long- range or master plan for postsecondazy education 
is an important mE responsibility. aiE is the only postsecondazy 
agency which is likely to consider a statewide perspective when making 
studies and reconmendations. Planning should also provide the opera-
tional basis for coordinating academic programs and analyzing appro-
priation needs of public institutions. 
Both the planning process and the results of that process were 
evaluated. Recent studies by the Education Conmission on the States 
and the Carnegie Conmission on Higher Education have demonstrated ·. 
that the planning process is critical to the development of a viable 
master plan. The Audit Cotmcil compared the planning procedures which 
have been most successful in other states with CHE's planning process 
and fotmd that improvements are needed in three important areas . The 
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am planning process (1) has not developed measures for postsecondary 
education goals; (2) has not sufficiently involved students, faculty 
or . the public in identifying problems and developing recommendations; 
( 3) has not developed specific reconmendations for change nor devised 
a plan for implementing recoJIDllendations. Correcting these deficiencies 
is fundamental to CHE fulfilling the Legislature's mandate that the 
State have a high quality, workable master plan. 
CHE' s first con:prehensive plan~ Goals for Higher Education to 
1980, published in 1972 had little impact on the coordination or 
quality of postsecondary education. TI1e Goals report made many 
reconmendations, but CHE failed to plan for or strongly advocate the 
implementation of its recoJI~~Dendations. mE never established a 
timetable, assigned responsibility or established specific procedures 
for the implementation of recomnendations. As a result, the Goals 
report did not become a guide for institutional action. ~st edu-
cators and State officials questioned by the Audit Council believe 
only a few of GIE 's reconmendations in the Goals report were ever 
implemented. 
mE is now in the process of developing a second con:prehensi ve 
or master plan. In January 1978 the first portion of this master plan 
was presented to the Legislature entitled Comprehensive Planning for 
Postsecondary Education: Goals, Enrollment Projections, and Institu-
tional Missions. 
Outcomes of current CHE efforts to develop a master plan are not 
likely to prepare the State to effectively manage future changes. 
mE assumes that the future will be like the past, continued enroll-
ment growth, with no attention given to actions that will be necessary 
if conditions change. am forecasts an increase in enrollment through 
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1985 of between 26 and 40 percent for colleges and t.miversities. 
Other regional and national forecasts predict little or no enrollment 
growth over the next decade. Some South Carolina public institutions 
have had declines in actual enrollments over the last two years. 
Should these public institutions continue to experience stable or 
declining. enrollments and growth in the entire higher education 
system levels off, CHE planning will not be relevant to future changes. 
By emphasizing the prospect of continued growth, CHE planning studies 
have not adequately addressed critical issues associated with managing 
little or no growth. These issues include identification of urmecessary 
academic programs, transfer of students anDng institutions, better 
use of existing facilities, student tuition policies and faculty com-
pensation. 
CHE planning has also avoided the question of haw effectively 
public institutions are performing. . ~ile the effectiveness of higher 
education is being questioned by some groups, not a single CHE planning 
study addresses what students are learning or how well their educational 
experience prepares them for life after graduation. 
Planning poorly done is worse than no planning effort. The past 
years of CHE planning have consumed additional :ftm.ds, tine· and energy 
without demnstrable improvements in higher education. M:>re impor-
tantly, planning inadequately done can create a false sense of seCUTi ty 
that the State is preparing for the future. Consequently, the State 
may not recognize problems early enough to implement effective ac~ion. 
Failure to Promote the Termination of Unnecessary Academic Programs (Chapter II) 
am has failed to develop a continuing process to identify aca-
demic programs which institutions should terminate because they ( 1) 
unnecessarily duplicate programs offered by other public or private 
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institutions, (2) do not produce a sufficient number of graduates to 
achieve an effective use of resources or (3) are no longer needed 
because of an oversupply of graduates in some professional fields. 
Cl1E has rarely drawn attention to urmecessa:ry programs which insti-
tutions should eliminate. Without such external pressure, academic 
administrators admitted to the Audit Council that they have given 
into faculty demands and other internal pressures to continue some 
urmecessa:ry programs. 
At least 17 other states have established a continuing process 
for evaluating academic programs after they are implemented. Either 
an annual or biennial evaluation cycle for existing programs is 
needed in South Carolina because some graduate programs which may have 
been justified at one time are now unnecessarily duplicative because 
conditions have changed. Some examples of urmecessazy programs are 
provided in Chapter II. The experience of other states has demn-
strated that if colleges and universities are required to terminate 
URnecessary programs and consequently reduce faculty, a direct cost 
savings can be achieved. Total State appropriations to institutions 
could be reduced or savings allocated to improve needed programs . 
The Audit Council also found that due to a lack of coordination 
institutions appear to be offering some urmecessary courses away from 
the main campus of institutions. Presently a public college or 
university can offer any of its courses at a location other than the 
main campus. GIE has attempted with little success to coordinate off-
campus teacher education courses. There are several instances of 
apparent unnecessary duplication among off-campus teacher education 
courses. CliE has not made a comprehensive study of off-campus courses 
other than those for teachers or recommended ways to better coordinate 
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these courses. Problems which will worsen if coordination of off-
campus courses iS not improved include urmecessary duplication, over-
funding and poor control over the quality of courses . 
Inaccurate and Unrealistic Appropriation Fonnula (Chapter III) 
The CHE appropriation foi'DD.ll.a is not a reasonably accurate basis 
for calculating State ftmding of higher education. Since 1972 CHE 
has been using a fonnula approach in presenting its annual budget 
request to the Budget and Control Board and General Asseni>ly. The 
CHE foi'DD.ll.a has never been fully funded and in mst years the Legis-
lature has allocated appropriations on a basis other than the QiE 
foi'DD.ll.a. 
The Audit Council found that if the QiE fonnula were fully funded, 
some institutions would receive State funding in excess of the aJOOunt 
needed to operate efficiently. This generous ftmding is due to over-
estimated enrolinients, excess salary funds , and substantial deviations 
between fonnula cost calculations and actual institutional expenditure 
patterns. In addition, the QiE fonnula emphasizes quantity rather 
than quality. Basing appropriations on the fonnula maJl: encourage 
institutions to obtain mre students instead of improving the education 
of students. 
Focusing on problems should not obscure QiE accomplishments. 
CHE has developed an effective process for assuring that new academic 
programs are needed and do not unnecessarily duplicate existing pro-
grams. When CHE was created in 196 7 virtually no comparative infor-
mation existed about the operation of the State's colleges and 
universities. Now comparable infonnation regarding students, faculty, 
facilities, programs and finances are regularly collected and dis-
seminated through the QiE management information system. An Auii t 
-7-
Council survey of institutional administrators confinned that they 
have used <liE's management infonna.tion system in pla:nn.ing and com-
paring their institution with other colleges and universities in the 
State. 
However, changes in postsecondary education expected over the 
next decade will require <liE to direct its attention to the task of 
reallocating existing resources to mre effective uses. Postsecondary 
education in South Carolina is now entering a very uncertain period. 
Whereas the last decade was one of growth, a great uncertainty now 
exists about future enrollment changes. It appears that some insti-
tutions may continue to grow but other public colleges and universities 
will experience enrollment stabilization or decline. Stable or 
declining enrollment may lead to greater competition among institu-
tions for students and scarce resources. Many educators believe the 
scarcity of students and dollars will affect the quality of education. 
They fear that in reaction to shrinking enrollment, institutions may 
lower admission standards and become mre reluctant to impose high 
academic standards on students. 
Legislative action to provide <liE with a strong independent member-
ship and adequate statutory authority for planning, program coordination 
and budgeting was a necessary prerequisite for improving the coordina-
tion and effectiveness of postsecondary education in the future. 
Whether the Legislature's expectations will be realized depends. upon 
the perfonna.nce of the newly restructured <liE. This au:iit report is 
intended to identify statewide problems which merit the immediate 
attention of mE. By assuming leadership and acting on statewide 
problems, <liE can be an important force in managing future change and 
strengthening all of the State's public postsecondary institutions. 
Such CHE leadership is necessary for quality education beyond high 
school to be available to every citizen. 
.. 
INI'RODUCfiON 
The Legislative Audit Cotmcil was created under Act 1136 of 
1974, as amended by Act 157 of 1975. The Council consists of 
three public members, elected by the General Assembly to non-con-
current six year terms, and six ex-officio members: The President 
of the Senate, the Speaker of the House of Representatives, the 
Chairman of the Senate Finance Committee, the Chairman of the House 
Ways and Means Conmi ttee, and the Chainnen of the Senate and House 
Judiciary Committees. The Cotmcil employs professional and clerical 
staff persomel who conduct audits under the supervision of the 
Cou:ru:il. 
The Legislative Audit Cotmcil provides a number of services 
to the General Assembly of South Carolina. It conducts audits and 
investigations of State or State-related agencies and programs as 
referred to it by the General Assembly, Legislative Conmittees or 
Assembly Members, and generates a schedule of audits of the operations 
of State agencies and departments to be performed periodically. 
Purpose of This Audit 
An audit of the Commission on Higher Education was requested as 
a follow-up to the Legislative Audit Cotmcil 's report on OverlapPing 
and Unnecessary Duplication in Higher Education published in December 
1976. The Legislator who requested this audit wanted it to include 
a review of the CHE' s duties and responsibilities and an evaluati~ 
of the performance of those duties. Among the duties specifically 
mentioned were the CHE's responsibilities for planning, for coordinating 
academic programs and for developing an appropriations formula for use 
in recommending funding for colleges and universities. 
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Scope and Method 
The audit covered the activities of the 0-IE since its establish-
ment in 196 7. Audit Cotmcil staff interviewed 56 persons including 
public college and tmiversity administrators, Chainnen and staff of 
the Board for Technical and Comprehensive Education, Qffi staff, Chair-
men of the seven institutional boards of trustees and appointed mem-
bers of the am. Audit Cotmcil staff also observed the activities 
and interviewed the staff of the Alabama Commission on Higher Education 
and the Tennessee Higher Education Conmission. Special studies, long-
range plans, budget requests and other reports published by higher 
education coordinating or governing agencies in 17 other states were 
examined. 
Two htm.dred and thirty- four persons within the State were asked 
via a questionnaire to evaluate the quality and usefulness of various 
Qffi studies and reports they had received. In addition, two out-of-
state consultants provided an impartial evaluation of the quality of 
major Qffi publications. The Audit Cotmcil acknowledges the assistance 
of Dr. Robert Berdahl and Dr. Hans Brisch. Dr. Berdahl is a professor 
of Higher Education at the State University of New York at Buffalo and 
is author of Statewide Coordination of Higher Education (American 
Cotm.cil on Education, 1971). Dr. Brisch is Assistant Vice-President 
for .Academic Affairs at the University of Nebraska and was previously 
the Associate Director for Academic Affairs, Illinois Board of Higher 
Education. 
Audit Council staff performed a careful analysis of documents, 
policies and activities as well as the statutes relating to the CHE. 
Monthly Qffi meetings and meetings of standing committees and advisory 
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committees were observed by the Audit Cmmcil over a nine-month 
period. The Audit Council appreciates the complete cooperation 
provided by CHE staff and members during this audit. 
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BACKGROUND 
Postsecondary Education in South Carolina 
Dramatic increases have occurred in South Carolina's post-
secondary education system in the past decade. When QiE was created 
in 1967 there were 6 public four year colleges and universities 
with a total enrollment of approximately 24,000 full- time students. 
In the Fall, 1977 the State had 12 public colleges and universities 
serving over 53,000 full-time students. The University of South 
Carolina also has 5 two-year branches with 3,000 students. In 
addition the State's postsecondary system has 16 technical education 
and college centers. 
Appendix B lists all of the State's public postsecondary educa-
tion institutions and the date of their establishment as public insti-
tutions. Included in Appendix B is a map showing the location of 
public institutions. 
South Carolina also has a diverse private higher education 
sector. There are 20 senior colleges and universities and 5 
• 
private junior colleges •. 
The Commission on Higher Education (CHE) 
The South Carolina Commission on Higher Education, established 
by Act Number 194 of the General Assembly in 196 7 and amended by Act 
410 of 1978, is the agency of State Government specializing in higher 
education. 
The Commission's primary concern is the strengthening of all 
the State's institutions of higher learning, to the end that quality 
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education and training beyond high school may be available to 
every citizen. 
The functions of the Commission as determined by the General 
Assembly include the following: 
1. To make studies regarding roles , operations , structure 
and external relations of South Carolina institutions of 
higher education. 
2. To submit recomnendations as may be desirable to the 
Budget and Control Board and General Assembly regarding 
policies, programs, curricula, facilities, administration 
and financing of the State-supported institutions of higher 
education. 
3. To receive and review the annual appropriation requests of 
the State-supported institutions of higher education and 
submit reconmendations to the Budget and Control Board 
and the General Assembly. Capital budgets also are reviewed 
by the Commission. 
4. To approve new programs before they are W'l.dertaken by any 
State-supported institution of higher education unless 
approved by the General Assembly, and to recorranend tenni-
nation of urmecessary programs. 
5. To administer certain Federal programs authorized by the 
Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended, including Comnum.ity 
Service and Continuing Education under Title I , Equipment 
for Undergraduate Instruction under Title VI, and Construction 
of Undergraduate Facilities under Title VII. 
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CHE Organization Chart 
ADMINISTRATION 
r-1 OFFICE OF FACILITIES 
AND PLANNING 
H OFFICE OF FINANCIAL 
AFFAIRS 
·H OFFICE OF HEALTH 
AFFAIRS 
~OFFICE OF PROGRAMS 
AND RESEARCH 
COMMISSION ON HIGHER EDUCATION 
(Eighteen Members) 
T 
OFFICE OF 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
I 
SERVICE PROGRAMS 
SOUTHERN REGIONAL I--
EDUCATION BOARD 
STATE GRANTS 
PROGRAM 1--
• S. C. DEFENSE 
SCHOLARSHIP FUND 1-
COMMUNITY SERVICE 
AND CONTINUING J-
EQUCATION 
CHE Funding FY 76-77 
The expenditures of the Commission are listed under two 
headings: Administration (operating expenses of the Commission) 
and Service Programs (coordinated by the Commission) • Attention 
is called to the fact that 58 percent of total expenditures directly 
supported educational activities other than those of the Commission. 
None of these flow-through funds were expended on operating expenses. 
$ 382,489 
I. Administration (Operating Expenses) 
1. Personnel Services (Salaries, etc.) .••.....• 
2. Other Operating Expenses ...•••••...•..•...•. 168~622 
TOTAL ADMINISTRATION •..•.••...•••..•...•••• $ 551,111 
$ 187,000 
II. SeTVi.ce Programs 
1. S.C. Defense Scholarship Fund •...••....••. 
2. Southern Regional Education Board 
Grall.ts to Sttldents ........................ . 344,050 
3. Southern Regional Education Board 
Fees & Assesslllents ••.....••..•....•......•. 64,000 
4. Project Grants, Title I, 
Federal ~ 1965 .......................... . 175 2118 
TOr AI.. SERVICE ~ ....•..•...••..•....• $ 770,168 
TOrAL - Commission on Higher Education .•....... $1,321,279 
III. Source of Funds 
$1,076,088 
245,191 
1. State Appropriation .••.......•••..........• 
2 • Federal Fl.Dlds • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
$1,321,279 
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OiAPTER I 
CHE PLANNING PPDCESS AND TilE DEVELOIMENT OF A 
MASTER PLAN FOR POSTSECOND\RY EOOCATION 
INTROOOCTION 
Educators and State officials in South Carolina have long recog-
nized the in:portance of statewide higher education planning. The 
1962 report of the Governor's Advisory COlllllittee on Higher Education 
CWiggins Report) concluded: 
The overall role of State supported higher 
education in South Carolina should be deter-
mined and within that basic framework the role 
of the various individual institutions should 
be clearly delineated. At present there is 
no recognized or definite role of the State 
in higher education or a comprehensive plan 
to meet the educational needs of the State. 
When created in 1967, the CHE was given broad responsibility for 
remedying the situation described in the Wiggins report. The CHE's 
plarming responsibility was reinforced in July 1974 when Governor West 
designated the CHE, augmented with the State Superintendent of Education, 
the Chainnan of the Advisoty Cotmcil of Private College Presidents and 
a representative from the proprietary sector, as the State Postsecondary 
Education Planning Commission. 
The 1978 General Assembly directed CHE to make a complete and 
thorough study of postsecondary education and develop a master plan. 
Section 4 of Act 410 of 1978 states that the master plan shall: 
make the best possible use of existing plants 
and administrative and instructional staffs. 
It shall include the mission and scope of each 
public institution of higher learning. It shall 
consider the location, offerings and objectives 
of privately supported institutions of higher 
learning. The master plan shall create a one-
year program for each institution of higher 
learning establishing its goal, mission, 
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procedures and enrollment objectives . It 
shall include a long- range plan for higher 
education and recommendations for legislation 
revising statutes governing public higher 
education to eliminate duplication of authority 
amng governing bodies of public institutions 
of higher learning and their programs and 
curricula. The master plan shall, as soon as 
practical, address all major academic and public 
service programs of the postsecondary insti tu-
tions in terms of goals and objectives, costs 
versus benefits to the people of the State, 
relationship to state and local govenDJEntal 
programs, priority for use of scarce resources 
within postsecondary education, strategies of 
instruction and operation and effectiveness of 
the programs in achieving their goals and 
objectives. The master plan shall be used to 
guide the Commission in its annual budget 
recomnendations to the Budget and Control Board 
and the General Assently and, as soon as practi-
cal, the master plan shall constitute a complete 
evaluation of postsecondazy education programs 
sufficient to provide the basis of a zero-based 
budget analysis of postsecondazy education. The 
master plan shall be presented to the General 
Assenilly by the con:mission within one year of 
the effective date of this act and shall take 
effect upon approval by the General Assenilly, 
and shall be reviewed annually by the commission 
for tht~ purpose of making revisions to assure its 
continued validity. 
The Legislature intends planning to be one of the most important 
fm.ctions of OiE. It is the State's only entity which can be expected 
to consider a statewide perspective when making studies and recommen-
dations. Planning provides the basis for OiE's other responsibilities; 
the coordination of academic programs and preparation of budget 
requests should be means for achieving specific planning goals and 
purposes. 
The Audit C01.mcil examined both the plamring process and the 
results of that process. This chapter is divided into two major 
sections . The first part describes three weaknesses in OiE 's planning 
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process. The second part analyzes the two major planning reports 
am has developed since its creation. mE's initial comprehensive 
plan was published in 1972 entitled Goals for Higher Education to 
1980. In 1978 a second planning report was presented to the Legis-
lature entitled Comprehensive Planning for Postseconda!Y Education: 
Goals, Enrollnent Projections, and Institutional Missions. Weak-
nesses in both of the plans are discussed in detail in the second 
section of this chapter. 
EVALUATION OF mE PLANNING PROCESS 
The planning process is critical to the development of a viable 
master plan for postsecondaty education. Recent studies by the 
Education Commission on the States and the Carnegie Commission on 
Higher Education have found the effectiveness of postsecondaty plan-
ning to be dependent upon the planning process. These studies 
have identified some planning procedures which are closely related 
to the effectiveness of planning in improving postsecondazy education. 
The Audit Council compared the planning procedures which have been 
most successful in other states with the way am has conducted its 
planning. On the basis of this analysis, the Audit Cotm.cil concludes 
that improvements are needed in three important areas of CHE. planning. 
The am planning process (1) has not developed measures for 
postsecondary education goals; (2) has not sufficiently involved 
students, faculty or the public in identifying problems and developing 
reconnnendations; and (3) has not developed specific reconunendations 
for change nor devised a plan for implementing recommendations. 
Correcting these deficiencies is fundamental to CHE fulfilling the 
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General Assembly's mandate that the State have a high quality, workable 
master plan. The nature of improvements needed in the plarming pro-
cess are explained in the following sections. 
No Measures for Postsecondary Goals 
In 1972 OfE adopted eight goals for the postsecondazy system for 
its first conprehensive plan and six years later aiE has reaffinned 
the same eight goals. However, CliE has not stated these goals in 
specific enough terms so that it would be possible to measure progress 
made toward achieving the goals . For example, CliE has adopted as one 
goal "to improve the efficiency of postsecondazy education as measured 
by the effective use of resources." But OfE does not explain how it 
can be detennined at some future date whether or not institutions 
have used resources mre effectively. Another goal adopted by CliE 
is "to improve the quality of postsecondary education." Again, OfE 
does not specify the characteristics of a quality educational program 
and explain how the quality of a public institution's programs are 
to be measured. 
Stating educational goals in measurable terms is the first step 
toward improving postsecondazy education. Without translating general 
goals into measurable terms, aiE cannot accurately de.tennine the 
extent of improvements necessary to close the gap between postsecondazy 
education's current status and the desired future conditions as 
expressed in goal statements. Measurable goals are also necessary 
if postsecondary education is to be held accomtable for its perfor-
mance. The Legislature has given <liE responsibility for armually 
evaluating the master plan and reporting on its continued validity. 
But without more precise goals, CHE will not be able to determine 
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at some future date how far the State has progressed in achieving 
postsecondary education goals and what future action would lead 
to greater improvement. 
Insufficient Opporttm.ity for Student, Faculty and Public Input 
The current planning process appears to isolate itself from 
the viewpoints of students, faculty and the public. QiE has not 
held any public hearings in regions of the State nor has it made 
any plans for future pt:blic hearings. At a time when many people 
are concerned about the results of higher education, it is impera-
tive that the planning process encourage the expressi'On of diverse 
viewpoints • 
Long-range planning conducted by Illinois and Tennessee offer 
examples of a more open process. The Illinois Board of Higher 
Education involved citizens by holding public hearings on planning 
directions, interim reports, and drafts of the final plan. The 
Tennessee Higher Education Commission has sponsored masterplanning 
forums to prorote the exchange of ideas among educators , State 
officials and the public. Without broader participation in the 
future, OfE risks developing a plan which fails to address the 
major concerns of a large proportion of the higher education com-
munity and the public. 
Recommendations for Change are Vague and There is No Implementation 
Plan 
In Comprehensive Planning for Postsecondary Education published 
in January 1978, the only proposals am has made to improve the coordi-
nation and quality of postsecondary institutions are contained in insti-
tutional mission statements. Institutional mission statements are 
intended to define the role of each public institution. The Audit Comcil 
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found Qffi mission statements to lack specific recommendations for 
action. Qffi does not explain how reconunendations should be implemented 
or designate who is responsible for implementation. As a result, 
mission statements developed by CHE are unlikely to stimulate effective 
action. 
The vagueness of OiE mission statements is demnstrated by the 
following quotations from Comprehensive Planning for Postsecondary 
Education published in January 1978. 
~edical University of South Carolina) Since 
the Medical University is not a comprehensive 
general purpose university, and since each of 
the existing graduate programs may benefit 
from the infusion of expertise in other 
related areas, the Medical University should 
also draw upon the resources of the other 
Charleston institutions. 
(USC and Clemson) Each university should 
continue to develop, to high levels of 
competence and of quality, those programs 
consistent with its mission. 
(State Colleges) Each of the nine existing 
senior colleges should offer a reasonable 
spectnm of undergraduate degree programs , 
as appropriate for the State and for the 
geographic area served by each. 
Francis Marion was designed to be a commuter 
institution to serve the Pee Dee area ... 
few changes are anticipated in this role. 
(Lander College) The College's mission 
may in the futtn"e include limited offerings 
at the master's level, should unmet needs be 
demonstrated. 
(S. C. State) The College should be encouraged 
in its efforts to develop unusual programs of 
high quality that will assist it in serving 
its current mission as a regional institution. 
In other instances CHE attempts to recommend specific action, 
but usually includes vague qualifying language which could later be 
used as a loophole to avoid any action. Consequently, it is not 
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clear what changes to expect if the Legislature endorsed CHE mission 
statements. Examples of loopholes written into reconunendations are 
indicated by the mderlined parts of the following CHE proposals. 
Some duplication of graduate programs between 
these miversities has occurred, and some will 
continue to be necessa~. In those cases, the 
institutions shoUld wo~ cooperatively to avoid 
needless duplication and to promote greater 
efficiency. 
Remedial and developmental studies do not belong 
in the senior institutions except on an extremely 
limited scale. 
These CHE mission statements do not specify the changes in academic 
programs which are needed over the next several years. Academic 
programs are the heart of higher education institutions, and 
meaningful mission statements should be expected to: 
(1) identify umnet needs and suggest which institutions 
are most capable of developing new academic programs, 
(2) specify academic disciplines in which no new academic 
programs are needed, 
(3) identify institutions which should improve specific 
academic programs and suggest strategies for improve-
ment, and 
(4) identify opportmities for inter-institutional coopera-
tion, assign responsibility for action, and establish 
a timetable for implementation. 
ANALYSIS OF THE RESULTS OF CHE PLANNING 
Since 1967 CHE had developed two major plans for postsecondary 
education. CHE's first comprehensive planning report, Goals for 
Higher Education to 1980, was published in 1972. However, the 
-22-
Goals report had little impact on the coordination or quality of 
postsecondary education. In January 1978 the first portion of a 
second comprehensive or master plan was presented to the Legislature 
entitled Comprehensive Plamring for Postsecondary Education: Goals, 
Enrollment Projections, and Institutional Missions. The major weak-
ness with this latest document is that it is based on a very 
questionable asstunption - that public colleges and universities 
will continue to have enroll.IEnt growth. While some public colleges 
and universities may continue to have increasing enrollments, other 
institutions have already begun to experience declines in actual 
enrollment. Regional and national enrollment forecasts predict 
little or no increase in enrollment for the next decade. Con-
sequently, am planning will not be relevant to the future diffi-
culties facing those institutions experiencing no growth or a 
decline in enrollment over the next decade. The remainder of this 
chap~er presents a detailed analysis of the quality and impact of 
mE's two comprehensive plans . 
Past CHE Planning Efforts Had Little Impact on Institutional Actions 
CliE in 1972 published Goals for Higher Education to 1980 as 
a plan for the improvement of the postsecondary education system. 
The majority of the report's recommendations were directed toward 
the institutions. However, the institutions never accepted the 
Goals report as an explicit guide for coordinating or improving 
postsecondary education. 
The lack of institutional acceptance was demonstrated two years 
after the report's publication when the presidents of public colleges 
and universities presented a resolution to CHE urging it to take 
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"immediate action to develop a Master Plan for Higher Education in 
South Carolina, a comprehensive plan designed to guide our actions 
in postsecondary education for at least the coming decade." According 
to a OlE analysis, only 8 of 29 recommendations directed toward the 
institutions had been fully implemented by April 1978. An Audit 
Comcil survey of educational administrators and State officials 
in St.liiiiii!r 19 77 fot.md that 70 percent of the respondents said that 
none or only a few recomnendations have been implemented. 
IMPLEMENTATION OF GOALS REPORT RECCMe-IDATIONS 
Survey Question: In your opinion, how many of the recom-
mendations made in the Goals for Higher Education to 
1980 have been impleJJJ!nted? 
Responses: (50 persons responding as familiar with the 
Goals report out of 10 2 respondents) 
Alloost All 
Substantial Portion 
Only A Few 
Virtually None 
0% 
30% 
62% 
8% 
The Goals report's lack of impact on institutional actions 
occurred because OlE failed to plan for the implenentation of recom-
mendations. South Carolina's plan set no tinetables nor assigned 
responsibility for implementation. The report included no procedure 
for monitoring and assessing progress toward implementation. 
Analysis of the Goals report reveals that the recommendations were 
not specific enough to allow the OlE at some future date to deter-
mine whether they were ever implemented. A consultant to this audit, 
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Dr. Robert Berdahl,* compared the Goals report to higher education 
plans of 26 other states. He found that while only five states 
(California, New York, Washington, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania) 
scored higher than South Carolina in terms of the issues and depth 
of coverage, the Goals report was weak in its treatment of plan 
implementation. As one academic dean expressed the problem to the 
Audit Council, "reconmendations are only slightly meaningful if not 
pursued in a spirit of expected accountability." 
Another reason for the lack of impact has been the OiE 's failure 
to assert the leadership necessary to make the report effective. 
College and university administrators told the Audit Council that the 
OiE has done an inadequate job of keeping important issues in higher 
education before the Legislature and the public. Although the CHE 
prepares an annual report of its activities, it has never reported 
on the progress made toward achieving any of the objectives established 
in the Goals report. In addition, the QiE has rarely related its 
actions to recommendations made in the Goals report. 
Outcomes of the Current Planning Process Should Prepare the State 
for Little or No Enrollment Growth 
The Audit Council examined mE's most recent planning efforts 
which include its 1978 report, Comprehensive Planning for Postsecondary 
Education: Goals, Enrollment Projections, and Institutional Missions. 
Q:IE 's current plarming will not prepare the State to effectively manage 
changes which will confront institutions experiencing enrollment·. 
stabilization or decline. O:IE is only planning for one future, 
* Dr. Berdahl is a professor of higher education at the State 
University of New York at Buffalo. He evaluated postsecondary 
planning efforts of the states while working for the Carnegie Council 
on Policy Studies. 
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continued enrollment growth. QiE has not considered the prospect 
of little or no enrollment growth as a major factor in its planning. 
Consequently, QiE planning has not adequately considered the diffi-
culties facing public colleges and universities that are expected 
to have stable or declining enrollments over the next decade. 
The challenge which is expected to confront higher education 
in the United States during the next decade has been characterized 
as "the management of decline" by a recent study for the Carnegie 
Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education. While some South 
Carolina institutions may continue to experience growth, there are 
strong indications that other institutions will have to confront 
enrollment declines and the whole State may face little or no enroll-
ment growth in postsecondary education. 
The major reason QiE is only planning for continued growth is 
because it has forecast an increase in enrollment from 19 76 through 
1985 of between 26 and 40 percent for colleges and universities. 
Other regional and national education agencies have made equally 
valid enrollment forecasts of substantially less growth than pre-
dicted by QiE. Rather than the continuation of significant growth, 
the National Center for Education Statistics forecasts nationally 
only an overall 5. 5 percent increase in the 18 to 21 age group 
attending four year colleges and universities through 1985. The 
Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) forecasts for South Carolina 
a net decrease of 5.4 percent through 1985 in total enrollment. T~le 
1 shows the dramatic differences between these enrollment projections 
and the enrollment asstm1ptions upon which GiE bases its planning. 
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TABLE 1 
PROJECTED ENROLLMENT GIANGE 1975 TO 1985 
SOUIH CAROLINA 1HE NATION 
4 YEAR 4 YEAR 
COLLEGES AND ALL COLLEGES AND ALL 
UNIVERSITIES INSTITIITIONS UNIVERSITIES INSTITIITIONS 
National Center 
for Education +5.5% +19.4% 
Statistics 
Southern 
Regional 
Education Board -5.4% 
CHE +26-40% +39-48% 
------
- -~ -- L___________.__-----~-
--- --- ---~ -- -~--
CHE enrollment estimates differ from those of SREB for two reasons. 
First, CHE forecasts that the percent of the State's 18-21 year age group 
enrolling for degree credit in colleges and universities will increase 
from 39.3 percent in 1975 to 51.5 percent in 1985. SREB predicts the 
increase will be to 43.5 percent by 1985 which conforms closely to the 
projected national pattern. Second, CHE expects the net in-migration 
of the 14-20 age population, which occured during 1970-1974, to continue 
unchanged. In contrast, SREB predicts South Carolina will return to 
the pattern of 1960-1970 and will again become a net exporter of persons 
in the 11-20 age group. 
The intent of this discussion is not to prove whether or not CHE's 
assumptions about the percentage of the college age group enrolling in 
college or about the in-migration of population are wrong. No one 
can know for certain how all the variables affecting future enrollments 
-27-
will ·change. However, the forecasts for stable or declining 
enrollments made by other regional and national education groups 
as well as tm.Steady actual enrollments moong State institutions 
cannot be ignored. The actual rate of increase in enrollment 
for South Carolina public institutions has dramatically declined 
over the last seven years with some institutions having actual 
declines in the last two years (see Table 2). A number of State 
officials, college and tmiversity administrators as well as CHE 
members told the Audit Council that they do not believe all institu-
tions will experience continued enrollment growth. To be effective, 
planning IlU.lSt prepare the State for al temati ve futures. In this 
period of uncertainty, an effective master plan must include actions 
to improve coordination and maintain educational quality in the event 
enrollment growth does not occur. 
In contrast with South Carolina, the Ohio Board of Regents has 
just begun a study of how a statewide system of higher education can 
best survive enrollment decline. The study consists of several ele-
ments. The first considers how institutions can remain financially 
stable despite an enrollment drop. Another component will develop a 
review strategy for institutions to use in evaluating existing programs, 
testing the relative urgency of programs, and establishing funding 
priorities. Efforts will be made to identify opportunities for cost 
control. Finally, the study will address an important problem for 
colleges and universities. They are not run by people trained in. 
administration. An attempt will be made to establish centers for 
management training of department chainnen, deans, and some vice-
presidents. 
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TABLE 2 
ACIUAL STUDENT HEAD-COUNT mANGES FOR PUBLIC COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 
1971 - 1977 
% Actual Change 
Fall 1971 Over 
-, 
Institution Fall 1970 1 Fall 1972 1 Fall 1973 1 Fall 1974 1 Fall 1975 1 Fall 1976 1 Fall 1977 
USC-Cohunbia 
(Excluding Medical 
School) +16.0% +19.0% + 9.0% + 6.0% + 7.5% - 2.7% - 1.3% 
Clemson + 9.0% + 9.0% +10.0% + 5.0% + 7.3% + 0.1% - 1.0% 
Citadel + 4.0% + 4.0% + 3.0% + 0.3% +12.6% - 3.0% + 3.3% 
College of Charleston +117.0% +34.0% +18.0% +28.0% +18.3% +10.4% + 3.1% 
Francis Marion ~59.0% +15.0% +15.0% +20.0% +17.8% + 1.4% - 2.2% 
Lander N/A N/A N/A +27.0% +26.4% + 5.3% - 3.0% 
S. C. State +11.0% +11.0% +10.0% + 5.0% +16.0% + 8.4% + 1.9% 
Winthrop + 1.0% + 3.0% - 7.0% + 1.0% + 4.6% + 0.9% +12.0% 
-------- ---------------
--
--- . ---- -----. - --
The Ohio Board is addressing issues which CHE has largely ignored. 
In order to address problems associated with little or no growth, CJIE 
must give more attention to such important issues as unnecessary dupli-
cation, transfer of students anDng insti'tlltions, renovation of existing 
facilities, student tuition policies and faculty compensation. The fol-
lowing cases illustrate inadequate CHE planning in these areas. 
Unnecessary Duplication - In a period of limited growth unneces-
sary duplication among institutions would absorb vital resources from 
needed academic programs. A plamrlng project to inventory and analyze 
all existing academic programs for gaps and unnecessary duplication 
was originally scheduled to be completed in Jtme 1976. Conmi ttees of 
academic administrators were to analyze the degree programs. Three 
academic program inventories have been published, but no <liE action 
has been initiated to analyze unnecessary duplication. 
Transfer of Students Among Institutions - In an envirornnent of 
tmSteady growth, transfer policies among institutions assume a new 
importance. A com:pila tion of the policies of the State's senior col-
leges and tmiversities concerning transfer students from two-year 
colleges was published in May 1977. However, am has not completed an 
analysis of the transfer patterns among institutions or recommendations 
for change. 
Inventory of Building Quality - Future capital expenditures are 
more likely to be for renovation of existing facilities than for 
expansion of the physical plant. <liE has responsibility for reviewing 
capital projects and published in 1976 a tmiform method for assessing 
building condition. However, CHE has not carried out Phase II of 
this project, which was to conduct a building quality survey of all 
institutions. 
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The experience of the Tennessee Higher Education Commission 
(1HEC) illustrates the value of a building quality survey. In 1976 
'IHEC conducted an evaluation of the adequacy of facilities on each 
campus. This evaluation provided objective, comparable infonnation 
with which to plan, on a statewide basis, for the better use of 
existing facilities. 
Student Tuition and Faculty Compensation - Unsteady enrollment 
will create pressure to alter student tuition and faculty compensa-
tion rates. CHE originally planned to propose a tm.i.fonn tuition 
and fee structure by Septemer 19 76 and reconmend improvements in 
faculty compensation structures by Jarruary 1978. However, completed 
studies of these topics prepared by out-of-State consultants were 
designed by Qffi staff only to provide comparative infonnation. Fur-
ther study is necessary before recommendations for improvement can be 
made. 
Effectiveness of Postsecondary· Institutions - At present the State 
has no systematic way of judging the effectiveness of higher education. 
Infonnation about the intended and actual outcomes of individual 
institutions has not been incorporated into mE's planning process. 
Not a single completed or proposed planning study addresses the question 
of what students are learning or how well their educational experience 
is preparing them fOr life after graduation. 
Many people doubt that the present quality of higher education 
is satisfactory. Eight out of ten faculty members at colleges and 
universities across the country believe there has been a widespread 
lowering of standards in higher education. Recently educators in 
South Carolina were concerned by a State Department of Education 
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report that 37 percent of all graduates of public institutions who 
took the National Teacher 1 s Examination (NTE) in Noveni>er 19 76 and 
February 1977 failed to make the minimum score. The four insti-
tutions having the highest percentage of students passing the NTE 
were all private institutions. USC officials have expressed con-
cern that a low percentage of the State 1 s high school honor students 
choose to continue their education at a postsecondary institution 
within the State. Public college and university presidents expressed 
concern to the Audit Council that public institutions would be forced 
in the future to lower admission criteria and instructional standards 
as the competition for students intensifies . 
Other states have shown that useful information on institutional 
performance can be collected. Work by the Western Interstate Com-
mission for Higher Education and states such as Hawaii, Washington, 
Illinois and Tennessee has placed major emphasis on performance 
indicators collected from institutions. In Hawaii, for e.xaJiq)le, 
efforts are undeiWay to identify a select number of performance 
measm-es against which institutions can be audited and evaluated. 
Once performance data are available they can be used to indicate 
which public institutions or academic programs are in trouble and 
need further evaluation. An in-depth evaluation could lead to a 
discovery of ways to strengthen the institution or program. Also, 
a systematic evaluation of effectiveness would provide a method for 
reviewing the master plan, once adopted. 
The real purpose of plamring is to achieve results in the pur-
suit of improvement in postsecondary education. But failing to plan 
for enrollment stabilization or decline may result in the deterioration 
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of quality education. Little enrollment growth will lead to greater 
competition among institutions for students and scarce resources. 
Many educators fear that in reaction to shrinking enrollment, institu-
tions may lower admission standards and become more reluctant to impose 
high academic standards on students. 
Conclusion 
Effective planning requires that both State Government and higher 
education face new problems and make difficult choices, but such 
planning has not been accomplished by CHE. Planning poorly done can 
be worse than no planning effort. The past years of planning conducted 
by CHE have consumed additional ftmds, time and energy without improving 
postsecondary education. ~re important, planning inadequately done 
may create a false sense of security that the State is preparing for the 
future. This may discourage the State from recognizing future changes 
early enough to plan for effective action. 
RECCM4ENDATIONS 
(A) MEASUREMENTS FOR GOALS: 
STATEWIDE GOAlS FOR POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 
SHOULD BE TRANSLATED INTO MEASURABLE TERMS. 
CHE SHOULD ACCIMJLATE ACCURATE INFORMATION 
TO ASSESS PROGRESS MADE TCWARD AOUEVING STATE-
WIDE GOALS. 
(B) REVISED ENROLL\1ENT PROJECTI~S: 
SEVERAL ENROLL\1ENT PROJECTIONS FOR 1HE STATE 
AS WELL AS INDIVIDUAL INSTITIITIONS SHOULD BE 
PREPARED, EAQl USING A DIFFERENT SET OF 
ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING CJi.A.L\JGES IN SUQl VARIABLES 
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AS BIR'IH RATES, POPULATION MIGRATION, STUDENT 
MIX, ETC. A STATEWIDE TASK FORCE SHOULD BE 
CREATED TO REVIEW 1HESE DIFFERENT PROJEc:TIONS 
AND ADVISE am ON FUTURE ENROLlMENTS. 
(C) PlANNING FOR ENROLLMENT STABILIZATION OR DECLINE: 
THE MASTER PLAN SHOULD IDENTIFY OWJ..ENGES LIKELY 
TO FACE POSTSE<DNDARY EDUCATION IF SUBSTANTIAL 
ENROLlMENT GROWIH DOES NOT OCCUR. AS A START 
PLANNING STIIDIES ON UNNECFSSARY DUPLICATION, 
BUILDING QUALI'IY, STIJDENT TRANSFERS, TIJITION 
AND FACUL'IY CDMPENSATION SHOULD BE COMPLETED 
TO PRODUCE RECCM4ENDATIONS . FOR IMPROVEMENTS. 
(D) ASSESSMENT OF INSTITIJTIONAL EFFEc:TIVENESS: 
am SfDULD WORK WI'IH INSTITIJTIONAL ADMINISTRA-
TORS AND STATE GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS TO IDENTIFY 
RESULTS EXPECTED OF POSTSECCIIDARY INSTITIJTIONS 
TOGE1HER WI'IH MEASURES FOR TIDSE RESULTS. AS A 
START, am SHOULD EVALUATE THE USEFULNESS OF THE 
INVENTORY OF HIGHER EDUCATION OliTCOME MEASURES 
DEVELOPED BY THE NATIONAL CENTER FOR HIGHER 
EDUCATION MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS. 
(E) REVISED MISSION STAmtENTS: 
MISSION STATEMENTS SHOULD BE REVISED TO CLEARLY 
STATE mANGES NEEDED IN THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMS 
OFFERED BY EAOi PUBLIC INSTITIJTION. 
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(F) BROAD BASED INPUT: 
1HE PLANNING PROCESS SHOULD ENCOURAGE P.ARTICI-
PATION OF ALL CONSTITIJENCIES BY SUCH MECHANISMS 
AS PUBLIC HEARINGS HELD IN MAJOR REGIONS OF 
1HE STATE. 
(G) PIAN IMPLEMENTATION: 
RESPCNSIBILITY FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF EACH RECCM-
MENDA.TION SHOULD BE MADE EXPLICIT. RECCM4ENDA-
TIONS SHOULD BE SPECIFIC ENOUGH SO THAT IT WILL 
BE POSSIBLE AT A FliTURE DATE TO DETERMINE WHETHER 
RECCM4ENDATIONS HAVE BEEN IMPLEMENTED. 
TARGET DATES FOR 1HE ACCOMPLISHMENT OF 
RECQM.1ENDATIONS SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED. 
PROCEDURES SHOULD BE DEVELOPED FOR EVALU-
ATING ANNUALLY 1HE EXTENT OF IMPLEMENTATION. 
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QIAPI'ER II 
moRDINATION OF ACADEMIC PROGRAM) 
One reason am was created was to provide a mechanism for coordi-
nating the development of academic programs to prevent urmecessary 
duplication. Collegest universities, and tedmical education insti-
tutions must gain the approval of am or the Legislature before beginning 
new academic programs. In addition, am has had since its creation the 
duty to study all academic programs and make recommendations regarding 
"areas of State-level coordination and cooperation with the objective of 
reducing duplication, increasing effectiveness and achieving economies." 
The 1976 Legislature expanded CHE authority regarding technical edu-
cation programs. CliE was given authority to approve or tenninate all 
college parallel courses or associate degree programs offered by technical 
education institutions. 
The 1978 legislation gave CHE the explicit responsibility to recommend 
the tennination of urmecessaty existing programs at any public institution 
with the the exception of diploma and certificate programs offered by techni-
cal institutions. Institutions have sixty days to appeal CHE recommendations 
to the Senate Education Conunittee and the House Education and Public Works 
Comnittee which will make the final decision on appeals. 
This chapter is divided into three parts. The first section analyzes 
the extent to which Q:lE has promoted academic efficiency by recommending the 
elimination of unnecessary programs. The second part describes duplication 
of programs between technical educational institutions and State colleges 
and universities. The final segment evaluates how well the rapid expansion 
of off-campus courses has been coordinated. 
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NEED TO DEVELOP A CONTINUING PROCESS TO IDENTIFY AND 
RE<D1MEND TERMINATION OF UNNECESSARY PROGRAMS 
Only once since its creation in 1967 has QiE attempted to promote 
the termination of urmecessary academic programs. In Aprill973 CliE 
questioned the need to continue 78 graduate programs producing only a 
few graduates each year for the period 1966 through 1972. However, 
QiE 's action resulted in only a few program terminations. CliE accepted 
justifications from public colleges and universities to continue with-
out change 58 ( 74%) of the programs with low productivity. Only 7 
graduate programs were discontinued and 13 programs were merged with 
other existing programs. am has not performed any follow-up analysis 
of the productivity of graduate programs. 
Instead of a one-time effort, OiE' s study should have been the first 
step toward developing a continuing process to identify and reconnnend 
terminating urmecessary programs. The experience of 17 other State-
level higher education agencies which evaluate existing programs has 
demonstrated that achieving the elimination of unnecessary programs is 
dependent upon a continuing process of mni toring academic programs. 
Such successful processes contain three essential components. They 
(1) establish standards for academic program perfonnance; (Z) mni tor 
on an annual or biennial basis deviations from standards; and ( 3) act 
to determine the causes of deviations from standards and whether deviations 
indicate that a program is no longer necessary. alE has not developed 
a continuing process having these three components. 
Florida is one state which has established an armual process for 
evaluating academic programs. The Florida Board of Regents reviews 
each year the m.mber of degrees awarded for the previous three years 
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in all graduate and bachelor's programs. If the nl.Dliber of degrees 
awarded falls below an established minimum nl.Dliber, the program is 
placed on probation. For 1973 through 1975, 78 graduate and 83 
bachelor's programs were placed on probation. If a program remains 
tmproductive for three consecutive evaluations, it is scheduled for 
termination. 
West Virginia utilizes a biennial evaluation schedule. Since 
1971 the West Virginia Board of Regents has been reviewing enrollments, 
enrolllrent trends and degrees awarded in each program offered by public 
institutions according to the following schedule . 
Associate ]);gree Programs -- Four years after the 
date of initiation and biennially thereafter 
Baccalaureate ]);gree Programs -- Six years after the 
date of initiation and biennially thereafter 
Master's ]);gree Programs -- Four years after the 
date of initiation and biennially thereafter 
Ibctoral ]);gree Programs -- Six years after the 
date of initiation and biennially thereafter 
Florida, West Virginia and other states have developed a two phase 
process of evaluating existing programs. The first phase is a screening 
process which uses quantitative standards to identify possible problems. 
The screening process is the responsibility of the state central agency, 
which monitors program characteristics such as: 
- the ntmlber of graduates from the program in each of the last 
five years; 
- the ntmlber of students enrolled in the program (including ~ntry 
and drop-out rates); 
- the size of classes and the cost of courses identified as 
integral elements in the program; 
- cost per program graduate; 
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- farul ty work load; 
- total production of graduates in the program areas from all 
institutions in the State, region, or nation as compared to 
the manpower needs of the State. 
After the screening process has identified potential problem programs, 
an extensive program review is begun. This second phase is essentially a 
qualitative assessment and a study of alternatives to an existing program. 
This indepth review is usually conducted by an out-of-state team of 
experts capable of assessing program quality. The central agency thus 
receives an objective academic judgment of program quality and makes 
the decision for continuance or curtailment of the program. 
Either an annual or biennial .evaltk1.tion cycle for existing programs 
is needed in South Carolina because some graduate programs which may 
have been justified at one time are now unnecessarily duplicative 
because enrollment has decreased or student interests have changed. 
An important indicator of unnecessary duplication used by other states 
is program enrollment. One result of unnecessazy duplication is the 
existence of programs having insufficient. enrollment to maintain 
academic quality and keep operating costs at a reasonable level. 
Low enrollment programs which are unnecessazy are often continued 
because colleges and universities are eager to develop new graduate 
programs and reluctant to drop old ones. A fanner exerutive director 
of a statewide coordinating board, rurrently president of a large 
State tmiversity, observed that "the task of existing program review. 
goes essentially unchallenged as the leader among those responsibilities 
for which college personnel will gladly pass the buck." Several South 
Carolina college and university administrators admitted in interviews 
with Audit Council staff that some unproductive programs were continued 
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due to pressure from faculty and interested groups outside the institu-
tions. 
Two examples of graduate programs for which enrollment has been 
decreasing are Foreign Language and History. USC-Columbia and Winthrop 
both offer master's degrees in Spanish and French. Officials at 
Winthrop • s graduate school said that the demand for these degrees has 
diminished since the early 1970's and only 2 or 3 master's degrees are 
awarded each year. A professor at USC-Columbia also confirmed decreasing 
enrollment and estimated that only 3 degrees in each language would be 
awarded in 1977-1978. Decreased enrollment suggests consolidating 
these graduate programs. 
Clemson, Citadel, USC-Columbia, and Winthrop all offer master's 
degrees in history. In academic year 197 4-1975 these institutions 
awarded a total 53 degrees. Two years later, 1976-1977, the total 
master's degrees awarded in history dropped 58 percent to 22 degrees. 
Clemson had only one graduate, while Winthrop awarded 5 degrees . Again, 
decreased enrollment would suggest some consolidation of these programs. 
In addition to Foreign language and History, graduate programs in 
Olemical, Civil, Electrical and Mechanical Engineering offered by both 
USC-Columbia and Clemson seem to have only enough graduates to justify 
a single graduate engineering school for the State, especially at the 
doctoral level. Graduate programs in Marine Biology offered by USC-
Columbia and the College of Charleston, MUsic Education offered by USC-
Columbia and Winthrop, and Mathematics offered by the Citadel, Cl~mson 
USC- Columbia, and Winthrop are other examples where the low number 
of graduates does not seem to justify to the continuation of duplicative 
programs. 
Unnecessary duplication can also occur because professional 
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programs in some fields have expanded tmtil the number of graduates 
far exceeds the job market's demand. To prevent the development of 
unnecessary~ academic·programs in professional fields CHE requires 
institutions to justify the need for new programs from the stand-
point of manpower demands or forecasts of job opportl.mi ties for 
graduates. The rationale is that programs should be implemented 
only if there is assurance that the graduates will have a reasonable 
opportl.mity to apply their skills productively. This policy prevents 
the State from paying to train many more students in costly graduate or 
professional programs than needed by employers. However, CHE has 
never applied the same standard to existing programs. OiE has not 
conducted a study of the significance and impact of the oversupply 
of graduates in professional fields. 
One field which currently has some unnecessary programs is edu-
cation. Due to job market changes in recent years, the State is 
training many more teachers in some special ties than needed by public 
schools in South Carolina or other states. Degrees in education 
accounted for 22 percent of all bachelor's degrees awarded in 1974-
1975. Currently nearly 40 percent of all graduate credit hours earned 
among all public institutions is in the field of education. 
The market demand for teachers has changed dramatically, and the 
State is experiencing a teacher "surplus." A supply and demand study 
conducted by the South Carolina Department of Education revealed an 
overproduction of graduates in some teaching specialties for 1976-~977. 
Table 3 shows that the State's postsecondary schools are producing almost 
all of the teachers needed in some special ties and from two to eleven 
times the demand in other fields. When combined with teachers trained 
in other states who seek jobs in South Carolina, the State has a 
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substantial surplus of teachers. A surplus in some teaching specialties 
should not obscure the fact that there are shortages of adequately trained 
teachers in other states. 
Teachers trained in South Carolina who look for jobs in other states 
encounter a nationwide teacher surplus. The National Center for Education 
Statistics conducted a survey to detennine how many teachers who graduated 
in l974-75 had found a teaching job one year later. The results nationally 
for persons with bachelor's degrees were: 
227,000 graduated in 1974-75 
184,000 applied for teaching jobs 
94,000 or 51 percent of those who applied had a teaching job 
one year later 
Since many master's degree students are teachers who are already employed, 
only newly certified master's candidates were surveyed. The results 
nationally were: 
31,000 graduated in 1974-75 
17,000 applied for teaching jobs 
9,000 or 53 percent of those who applied had a teaching job 
one year later 
Other states have taken actions to limit enrollments and eliminate 
unnecessary education programs. The Illinois Board of Higher Education 
recollliiimded 20 percent reductions in teacher education enrollments in 
FY 73. The Illinois Board noted in 1976 that a general oversupply of 
elerentary and secondary school teachers continued to exist and 
reconnnended that all teacher education programs be evaluated. The 
Board further recoiiJiended that public colleges and tm.iversi ties plan not 
to increase current levels of total enrollrrents in teacher education 
programs. 
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TABLE 3 
Supply and Demand of Teachers for Selected Specialties in South Carolina 
1976-77 - ALL DISTRICTS 
TEAOHNG SPECIALTY Job Graduates from Total Firm Average No. of Openings S.C. Colleges/ Applications** Applications 
Universities* Per Opening 
ELS.IENTARY 1,128 1,028 8,596 7.6 
ENGLISH 228 177 1,671 7.5 
MA1liEMATICS 192 115 978 5.1 
HISTORY 23 147 484 21.0 
SOCIAL S11JDIES 128 168 1,838 14.4 
BIOLOGY 20 47 293 14.6 
PSYQ10LOGY 9 39 241 26.8 
HEAL'IH & PHYSICAL EDtX:ATION 93 294 769 8.0 
EARLY QHLDIIOOD EOOCATION 21 247 77 3.7 
m~f,ffiRCE 34 76 274 8.0 
* Does not .include persons currently employed in or on leave from teaching positions. 
** 
Firm applications refers to certified teachers who actually applied and were interviewed. 
Source: S. C. Dept. of Education, Estimated Professional District Staff and School Personnel 
Cmmt. 
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In J1.me 1976 the Board of Governors of the University of North 
Carolina initiated a comprehensive evaluation of all teacher education 
programs, completing the study in October 1977. As a result, 41 educa-
tion progr~ that were fo1.md to be inactive, very low in productivity 
and low in strength were scheduled to be discontinued effective July 1, 
19 78. In addition another 115 programs were fol.md to be in need of 
improvement. A plan for improving these programs was required from 
institutions by February 19 78. Failure to submit an adequate plan for 
improvement will result in the discontinuation of the program. 
The experience of other states has deroonstrated that termination 
of urmecessary programs can result in substantial cost savings if 
the m.mtber of faculty is also reduced. The West Virginia Board of 
Regents requires institutions to report on how program terminations 
will affect changes in faculty. If South Carolina colleges and 
l.miversities were required to terminate unnecessary programs and 
subsequently reduce faculty a direct cost savings could be achieved •. 
Total State appropriations to institutions could be reduced or the 
savings allocated to improve needed programs. 
NEED TO ELIMINATE UNNECESSARY IXJPLICATION OF LIBERAL ARTS 
AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
Some technical education centers are currently offering the first 
two years of a tradi tiona! college program which duplicates the program 
of a nearby public college or university. In addition, some colleges 
and universities are offering associate degrees in technical fields which 
duplicate the programs of a techinical education center/college in the 
same area. CHE has been studying these cases of duplication for several 
years and has the authority to terminate unnecessary liberal arts programs 
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offered by technical education centers. But CHE has never decided 
whether these cases of duplication are necessary, and consequently, 
has not promoted the elimination of unnecessary duplication among 
liberal arts and technical education programs. 
At least six technical education centers are offering liberal 
arts programs in close proximity to State supported colleges and 
universities offering the same instruction. At least five associate 
degrees in technical fields such as nursing and secretarial science 
are being duplicated by State two-year and four-year institutions 
which are close to one another. Tables 4 and 5 illustrate areas where 
this problem could exist. 
arE is aware of cases of unnecessary duplication, but has 
taken no effective action to correct the problem. The 1978 document, 
Comprehensive Planning for Postsecondary Education, recommended that 
(1) technical institutions should use the resources of nearby colleges 
and universities to provide college parallel courses; and (2) that 
colleges and universities generally should not offer two year occupa-
tionally oriented associate degree programs. USC is the only institution 
specified to divest itself of any programs. In other cases, CHE has not 
translated its general recommendations into specific directions to 
transfer associate degree programs to the appropriate institution .. 
Public institutions are unlikely to eliminate unnecessary dupli-
cation on their own because institutions compete to enroll as many 
students as possible. Growth in enrollment can be used to justify 
increased State appropriations. Therefore, CHE action to eliminate 
unnecessary liberal arts and technical education programs and associated 
faculty is necessary to increase academic efficiency in the State's 
postsecondary system. 
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TABLE 4. 
DUPLICATION OF LIBERAL ARTS PROGRAMS 
Technical Institution 
1. Chesterfield-Marlboro 
2. York 
3. Midlands 
4. Trident 
5. Greenville 
6. Tri -Cotmty 
Public College/University 
USC-Lancaster 
Francis Marion. 
Winthrop 
USC-Colunbia 
USC-Sumter 
USC-Aiken 
College of Charleston 
USC-Spartanburg 
Clemson 
TABLE 5 
DUPLICATION OF ASSOCIATE TEOINICAL DEGREES 
Approximate 
Distant Apart 
55 miles 
40 miles 
5 miles 
5 miles 
45 miles 
55 miles 
10 miles 
30 miles 
5 miles 
College/University Approximate 
Associate Degree Technical Institutions . C?EJ?US Distance Apart 
1. Police Science/ A. Midlands A. USC-Columbia 5 miles 
Criminal Justice B. Orangeburg B. USC-Aiken SO miles 
2. Secretarial A. Piedmont A. Lander 5 miles 
Science; B. Midlands B. USC-Colunbia 5 miles 
Technology C. York c. Winthrop 5 miles 
3. Nursing A. Greenville A. USC-Spartanburg 30 miles 
B. Florence-Darlington B. USC-Coastal 50 miles 
c. Greenville C. CLemson 30 miles 
4. Business and Midlands USC-Coltmtbia 5 miles 
Commerce 
c:: Retail r.t.anagement/ I.fidlands USC-Coltmtbia 5 miles 
Marl:eting 
NEED TO COORDINATE OFF-CAMPUS COURSES 
Unnecessary duplication can occur among courses as well as academic 
degree programs, especially off-campus courses. Presently any public 
college or university can offer any of its courses at a location other 
than the main campus without infonning am. Without information about 
off-campus courses, CHE cannot possibly promote inter-institutional 
coordination. .Although am has a broad legal mandate to study "areas 
of State-level coordination and cooperation with the objective of reducing 
duplication," it has never conducted a comprehensive study of all off-
campus courses, the problems they create, and actions needed to increase 
inter-institutional cooperation. 
The lack of coordination has resulted in the unnecessary dupli-
cation of some teacher education courses. CHE has given some atten-
tion to off-campus teacher education courses, but CHE has not 
effectively coordinated these courses. In 1972 CHE became concerned 
about competition and apparent unnecessary duplication among those 
schools offering off-campus graduate education courses. The Advisory 
Committee on Graduate Teacher Education, composed of representatives 
from the schools of education, was fanned to coordinate these courses. 
Mbst institutions report their off-campus offerings in education to 
the conmi ttee, but there has been no serious attempt to coordinate 
the courses and eliminate duplication. In Fall 1977, two hundred and 
twenty-five such courses were reported, and these offerings contained 
some apparent duplication. For example, in the Spartanburg area · 
both USC and Clemson were planning to offer a course entitled ''Teaching 
Reading in Elementary School. '' However, the Advisory Connni ttee on 
Graduate Teacher Education did not even meet to discuss cases of apparent 
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duplication. The Comnittee's lack of interest in eliminating tmnecessary 
duplication of courses is probably due to its members' conflict of 
interest. It is composed mainly of representatives of the schools of 
education which offer off-campus teacher education courses. 
In addition to unnecessary duplication of courses, some off-campus 
courses may be over- ftmded and of poor quality. Under the am appropri-
ation formula, the Fall 1977 off-campus education courses were eligible 
for as much as $3 million in ftmding. No cost analysis has ever been 
conducted to determine whether institutions are spending more or less than 
this amount. There is also no control over the quality of off-campus 
courses. CHE staff expressed concern to the Audit Council that some off-
campus locations lack resources necessary to conduct instructional pro-
grams: libraries, physical facilities, and equipment. Such resources cannot 
always be transported to off-campus locations. 
Other states have begun to recognize the need to better coordinate 
off-campus courses. fue to concerns about the proliferation of off-campus 
courses, the Texas Coordinating Board in 1975 began to implement its authority 
to approve any off-campus course offered for credit by a public institution. 
Review procedures include criteria regarding need, cost and quality of the 
courses. The Illinois Board of Higher Education nrust approve an off-campus 
course location when students can complete the program major for a degree 
at that off-campus location. The Illinois Board reviews instances of 
unnecessary duplication and makes recommendations to the governing boards of 
the institutions. 
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CONCLUSION 
In the past OlE sought ways to acconunodate the rapid growth of 
academic programs. It gave primary attention to preventing needless 
duplication among new programs. Future prospects for higher education, 
fewer students and scarce resources, require that OlE demand more and 
better institutional data so program cost and qaulity can be rigorously 
evaluated. With additional authority to demand from the institutions 
accotmtabili ty for the productivity, quality and cost of existing programs, 
CHE can encourage the concentration of resources in programs where they 
are needed. The result will be a more efficient use of available ftmds 
as well as an improvement in the quality of academic programs. 
RECQM.ffiNDATIONS 
I. INITIATE A CONriNUING PROCESS TO EVALUATE ACADIMIC PROGRAMS 
A. EAGI YEAR OlE SHOULD MJNITOR PROGRAMS Willi LOW 
ENROLlMENTS. OOCTORAL PROGRAMS Willi 'IWO (2) OR 
FEWER GRADUATES, MASTER'S PROGRAMS WTIH 1HREE (3) 
OR FEWER GRADUATES AND UNDERGRADUATE PROGRAMS WITII 
TEN (10) OR FEWER GRADUATES SHOULD BE TIIOROUGHLY 
EVALUATED TO DETERMINE WHETHER TIIEY SHOULD BE 
(A) CONTINUED, (B) PLACED ON PROVISIONAL STATUS 
UNfiL STRENG'IHENED OR (C) TERMINATED. 
B. TO FURTHER IDENriFY UNNECESSARY DUPLICATION 
CHE SHOULD AT LEAST BIENNIALLY ANALYZE ITS 
INVENTORY OF ACADEMIC DEGREE PROGRAMS. A 
TASK FORCE OF STATE AIMINISTRATORS AND EDU-
CATORS, AUGMENTED Willi OUT-OF-STATE EXPERTS, 
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stmLD INVESTIGATE CASES OF APPARENT DUPLICATION. 
ON TI1E BASIS OF SUOf STUDY, am stmLD RECQ\f4END 
TI1E TERMINATION OF SPECIFIC UNNECESSARY PROGRAMS. 
C. mE SHOULD CONDUCT A SPECIAL REVIEW AND EVALUA-
TION OF ALL TEAOiER EDUCATION PROGRAMS IN ntE 
STATE. INFORMATION ON TI1E PROOOCTMTY, STRENG'IH, 
AND NEED FOR EAOi PROGRAM SHOULD BE COLLECI'ED. 
miS INFORMATION SHOULD BE REVIEWED BY A SPECIAL 
TEAM OF STATE EDUCATORS AND our-OF-STATE EXPERTS. 
INACTIVE PROGRAMS OR PROGRAMS OF LOW PRODUCTMT'f, 
STRENGI'H, AND NEED SHOULD BE RECCMENDED FOR TERMI-
NATION. PROGRAMS WHIOi ARE NEEDED Bur ARE RATED 
LOW IN STRENGTH SHOOLD BE REQp'IRED TO PREPARE-
PLANS FOR IMPROVEMENT. 'IHOSE PROGRAMS FOR WHIOi~ 
SATISFACTORY PLANS ARE NOI' DEVELOPED. SHOULD BE. 
REC(}.f.1EN])ED FOR TERMINATION. OiE SHOULD CONTINUE 
TO K>NITOR EDUCATICN PROGRAMS AND RECCM1END 
TERMINATION FOR 'IHOSE WHim: AA:E Nar IMPROVED. 
II. ELIMINATE UNNECESSARY DUPLICATION OF LIBERAL ARTS AND TErnNICAL 
EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
A. am SHOULD TERMINATE SPECIFIC LIBERAL ARTS PRO-
GRAMS OFFERED BY TEOINICAL INSTITIJI'IONS WHIOi 
UNNECESSARILY DUPLICATE TI1E PROGRAMS OF A NEARBY 
STATE COLLEGE OR UNIVERSI'IY. 
B. CHE SHOULD RECCMffiND TERMINATION OF SPECIFIC 
ASSOCIATE DEGREE PROGRAMS OFFERED BY STATE COLLEGES 
AND UNIVERSITIES WHIGI UNNECESSARILY OOPLICATE 
PROGRAMS OF NEARBY TEGINICAL INSTITUI'IONS. 
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III. oo>ROVED COORDINATION OF OFF-CAMPUS COURSES 
A. Offi SfDULD DEVELOP AND KEEP UP-TO-DATE A COM-
PREHENSIVE INVENTORY OF OFF-CAMPUS COURSES. 
THE INVENTORY SHWLD BE ANALYZED EAOi YEAR TO 
IDENTIFY CASES OF (1) OFF-CAMPUS COURSES OFFERED 
IN THE SPME GEOGRAPHIC AREA BY 'IWO OR MJRE INSTI-
'ItJTIONS AND (Z) OFF-CAMPUS COURSES WHICH COULD 
BE OFFERED MJRE EFFICIENTLY BY AN INSTIMION 
ClDSER TO THE COURSE lOCATION. ON THE BASIS 
OF TillS ANALYSIS, CliE SHOULD REC<:»1END TO 
INSTIMIONAL GOVERNING BOARDS SPECIFIC ACTION 
TO oo>ROVE COORDINATION. 
B. CliE SHOUlD MJNITOR Th1PLFMENTATION OF ITS RECOM-
MENDATIONS. IF INSTIMIONS REFUSE TO COORDINATE 
OFF-CAMPUS COURSES, OiE SHOOLD RECCM4END mANGES 
IN ITS LEGISLATION THAT WIU. SUBJECT OFF-CAMPUS 
COURSES TO mE SAME REGULATIONS AS ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMS. 
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CHAPTER III 
A CRITIQUE OF .1HE am APPROPRIATION. FORMJLA 
Introduction 
An important part of the 1978 legislation which restructured 
QiE requires it to submit an annual btxlget request to the State 
Budget and Control Board and General Assenbly on behalf of public 
postseconda:ry educational institutions. Section 8 of Act 410 
of 1978 specifies that the CliE budget request be divided into 
three categories: 
(1) Funds for the continuing operation of each public 
institution of higher learning; 
(2) Funds for sala:ry increases for employees of such 
institutions exempt from the State Personnel Act; 
(3) Funds requested itemized as to priority and covering 
such areas as new programs and activities, expansions 
of programs and activities , increases in enrollnent, 
increases to acconunodate internal shifts and categories 
of persons served, capital improvements, improvements 
in levels of operation and increases to decrease 
deficiencies and such other areas as the commission 
deems desirable. 
In addition, supplemental appropriations requests from 
any public institution of higher education must be 
submitted first to the commission. If the commission 
does not concur in such requests the affected institu-
tion may request a hearing on such requests before 
the appropriate committee of the General Assenbly. 
The commission shall have the right to appear at any 
such hearing and present its own recommendations and 
findings to the same committee. 
Since 1972 QiE has placed prima:ry emphasis on budget requests 
as computed by an appropriations foniDJla (Appendix Cl. am was directed 
by the 1972 Appropriation Act to develop, with the assistance of the 
Budget and Control Board, a formula for the appropriation of basic 
educational operating funds of State universities and colleges, 
excluding the Medical University. The objective of the fonrrula 
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is to provide, as nearly as practicable, mifonn and adequate appropri-
ations for similar courses of instruction and related educational costs 
among all institutions. 
In 1977 the Legislature declared its intent that QfE continue to 
develop an appropriation formula. 
(Section 13 1977-1978 Appropriation Act) 
Provided, Further, That the General Assenbly finds 
it necessary, under emergency economic conditions to 
allocate funds for fiscal 77-78 to the higher educational 
institutions on a basis other than the formula developed 
by, the Commission on Higher Education under mandate from 
the General Assembly. 
However, the General Assenbly will utilize a for-
mula approach in subsequent years and the Budget and 
Control Board, with the assistance of the Connnission 
on Higher Education, is directed to continue its 
development of a recomnended formula for the appro-
priation of funds for the basic educational operating 
expenses of the several State miversities and 
colleges including the four-year Colleges at U.S.C.-
Aiken, U.S.C.-Coastal, and the U.S.C.-Spartanburg 
(excluding the Medical University). 
This chapter is divided into four sections. The first part 
discusses very briefly how the current CHE fonnula works. The use-
fulness of any appropriation formula depends upon its equity and its 
overall accuracy in estimating the total needs of each public institu-
tion. The second details four types of inaccuracies built into the 
CHE fornula. Taken as a whole, these problems prevent the QiE fonnula 
from being a reasonably accurate basis for calculating State funding 
for higher education. The third and fourth sections explain why the 
formula fails to encourage a more effective use of resources and ~Y 
formula based funding recommendations need to be adjusted according to 
actual enrollments. 
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HOW 1HE CHE FORMJLA WORKS 
(See Appendix C for Complete Formula) 
CHE chose to develop one of the least complicated types of appro-
priation formulas, a percentage formula based on enrollment. This 
means that most categories of costs are computed as a percentage 
of teaching faculty salaries and support costs. The number of 
teaching faculty for each institution is calculated according to 
the number of full-time equivalent students enrolled. 
The formula has three parts; (1) basic educational and general 
operating costs, (2) institutional revenue for support of educational 
and general operations, and (3) special funding and research. The 
formula generates expenditure requirements for each institution 
(exclud.ing the two medical schools). Institutional revenues used 
to support educational and general operations are subtracted from 
expenditures, and the difference equals State appropriations requested 
for basic educational and general operations costs. Added to that are 
special funding and research costs recommended by CHE for State funding. 
FY 78-79 STATEWIDE REcn.t4ENDED BUI.X.;ET BASED ON mE FOIMJLA. 
Faculty 
Salaries and 
Support (Tota 
Instructional 
Costs) 
--;- Maintenance and Operation 
of Physical Plant 
~-========r 1% Research 
.......,_Libraries 
Utilities 
____;loow---1- General Institutional 
Expense 
1% Special Funding 
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Part One - Basic Educational and 9perating Expenditures 
Formula funding for basic educational and operating expenditures 
is tied to one major variable, estimated enrollment. Put simply, 
the more students an institution estimates for the next year, the 
higher the level of State funding calculated by the formula~ 
Seventy-eight percent of formula expenditures are determined in 
the following manner. The for.mula' s first two steps calculate the 
ntnnber of FI'E (full-time equivalent) students. The third step calcu-
lates the number of teaching faculty using FI'E student/faculty ratios 
by academic discipline and level of instruction. Each time the ratio 
changes, the number of teaching faculty funded by the formula is changed. 
The number of teaching faculty is mu1 tip lied by the salary rate for 
each type of institution (university, college, regional campus) to 
yield total salary costs. And a percentage of total salary costs is 
added for faculty support (deans , department heads, supplies , travel, 
etc.). Teaching faculty salaries plus faculty support equals total 
instructional costs. 
Total instructional costs and fringe benefits account for 60 per-
cent of formula budget recommendations for FY 78-79. Another 18 per-
cent goes for libraries and general institutional expenses and is based 
on total instructional costs. In sum, 78 percent of all fonnula 
expenditures relate to total instructional costs, Which are based 
on estimated FTE enrollment. 
Funding of utilities and physical plant maintenance and operation 
(20% of FY 78-79 Recomnendations) is not based on total instructional 
costs. Plant maintenance and operation costs for FY 78-79 are based 
on each institution's average expenditures for 1974-75 through 1976-77 
plus a 6 percent increase each year. The allowance for -ut1ifties' uses 
-55-
each institution's expenditures for 1976-77 plus an 8 percent 
increase per year (20% for gas). Both of these expenditures are 
adjusted if an institution's facilities have expanded at a faster 
rate than PTE enrollments. 
The amounts calculated for total instructional costs, fringe 
benefits, libraries, general institutional expenses, plant main-
tenance, and utilities are added together to determine basic edu-
cational and operating exp:endi tures. These costs account for 98 
percent of all formula-based recommendations. 
Part Two - Revenues 
Estimated revenues to be received by institutions for support 
of basic educational and operating costs are subtracted from 
estimated expenditures. The remainder equals the lump stun State 
appropriation requested by the formula for basic educational and 
general operations. 
Part Three - Special Funding and Research 
Two percent of formula recommendations is for special funding and 
research. Institutions may request special funding for continuing 
or one-time items. Separate research ft.mding can be requested for 
special bureaus or institutes. For the two tm.iversities, a 
recommended $250 per PTE graduate student is included for research. 
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niE QIE FORMULA NEEDS TO BE IDRE 
ACCURATE AND REALISTIC 
am chose to develop one of the least complicated types of formulas, 
a percentage formula based on enrollments. The drawback to using a 
percentage type formula is that all institutions will deviate, some 
significantly, in actual expenditures from the cost rates and percentages 
used in the formula. The QIE formula is also based on estimated enroll-
ment for the next year. The Audit Council fotmd that the QIE formula 
cannot be accepted as an accurate and realistic basis for the State appro-
priations due to overestimated enrollments and substantial deviations 
between formula cost rates and actual institutional expenditures patterns. 
Failure to Adjust Enrollment Projections for Student Attrition 
Seventy-eight percent of formula based funding recommendations is 
tied to one variable, student enrollment. The more PTE (full-time 
equivalent) students which are projected for the next year, the higher 
an institution's recommended State ftmding, according to the formula. 
A clearly erroneous assumption contained in QIE formula enrollment 
projections is that FrE student enrollment remains at the Fall level 
throughout the entire academic year. In fact, from the Fall 1976 to the 
Spring 1977 every State college and tmiversity experienced a decrease in 
FrE students. The average decrease was 6. 7 percent ranging from a high 
of 12 percent (Lander) to a low of 3. 4 percent (Winthrop) . The QIE 
formula ignores student attrition and calculates funding for an ~tire 
academic year based on projected Fall enrollments. 
If the legislature were to fully fund the CliE formula, public 
institutions would be given a sizable financial cushion. The Audit 
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Council estimates that the fiscal impact of ignoring student attrition 
would be $3.2 million of funding in excess of that justified by 
actual enrollments if the Legislature appropriated the full fonnula 
level of fUnding recommended for FY 78-78. 
am staff is aware that enrollment projections used in the fonnula 
ignore student attrition. However, the fonm.~.la has not been changed 
because the staff does not believe the Commission should adjust projected 
Fall enrollments by a drop-out rate to anticipate lower Spring enrollment. 
Excess Salary Ftmds 
Institutions of higher education are labor intensive. Faculty 
compensation including fringe benefits accounts for 60 percent of fonm.J.la 
recommendations. The am fonm.J.la is especially generous to most colleges 
by allocating these institutions extra salary funds. This occurs because 
the fonm.J.la treats all four-year colleges and USC branches as if their 
salary rates were equal to Winthrop's salaries. Winthrop pays the highest 
salaries of all colleges except the Citadel. Consequently, other colleges 
with actual faculty salaries lower than Winthrop receive excess salary 
fUnds under the fonnula. The same is also the case for USC-Columbia 
because for universities the formula uses Clemson's salary rate which 
is higher. 
Extra salary ftmds also produce extra ftm.ds for other operating 
costs. Ftm.ding for faculty support, libraries, student services and 
other general institutional expenses is computed as a percentage of 
faculty salaries. Therefore, any increase in salary ftm.ds increa.Ses 
proportionately formula funding for non-salary items. 
The fiscal impact of extra salary funds is shown in Table 6 
Approximately $4.5 million in extra funding above actual salary costs 
is included in CHE•s FY 78-79 fonm.J.la recommendations. 
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The rationale for using the highest State college and university 
salary rate as the b~is for funding all institutions has never been 
officially established by are. It was a staff recommendation never 
questioned by the Corrmi.ssion. The high salary rates are used in the 
formula to provide equity and to fund institutions generously. The 
generous nature of the fornDJla was intended to make it acceptable to 
colleges and universities. 
pither the average salary of similar State institutions or the 
comparable salary average for Southern states would be an equitable, but 
less generous basis for calculating faculty compensation. Using the 
salary average for Southern states would reduce excess salary funds 
for FY 78-79 from $4.5 million to $0.4 million, and basing faculty 
compensation on the average salary for South Carolina institutions 
would eliminate any overall excess salary funds. 
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Winthrop* 
S. C. State 
College of Charleston 
Francis Marion 
Lander 
USC-Aiken 
USC-Coastal 
USC-Spartanburg 
Citadel+ 
CleJr.son* 
USC-Columbia 
Total Extra Ftmds 
TABLE 6 
EXTRA SALARY FUNffi INO..UDED IN 
FY 78- 79 FORMULA 
Average 1976-77 Difference between average 
faculty salary sala!r and formula salary 
$16,014 $ ----
14,139 1,875 
14,873 1,141 
13,950 . 2,064 
14,218 1, 796 
12,685 3,329 
13,223 2, 791 
12,800 3,214 
16,540 
17,808 
17,201 607 
Total FY 78-79 Formula Recommendations 
Total extra funds 
(including non-
salary items 
$-----
644,500 
480,200 
405,200 
278,000 
423,000 
381,300 
545,400 
-------
1,336,200 
$ 4,493,800 
138,740,273 
*Formula salaries are based on salaries at Winthrop (for colleges) and Clemson (for 
tmiversities), because these institutions have the highest salaries in their 
categories of institutions, with one exception. 
+The Citadel 1 s average salary is abnonnally high and is being brought in line with 
Winthrop 1 s salary over a four year period. 
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Outdated Cost Percentages 
The fonnula' s accuracy is further d.i.m:inished because several cost 
percentages have not been kept up to date. Experience of other states 
has shown that formulas nrust be constantly re-evaluated to reflect as 
accurately as possible changing expenditure patterns of institutions. 
<JiE last made a documented comparison of actual institutional expenditures 
and formula cost rates for FY 73-74. That comparison indicated that cost 
percentages used to calculate teaching faculty support, libraries , and 
general institutional expenses deviated significantly from actual 
institutional expenditures. 
In 1973 a consultant reconmended to the GiE that actual expendi~ures 
and formula cost rates should be compared in devising future improvements. 
States in which formulas have been used successfully over a number of 
years have done intensive work preparatory to each budget year to improve 
those cost rates which are least accurate. However, CHE staff has not 
devoted adequate attention to improving the formula's accuracy. 
Federal and Other Funds are Underestimated 
The CHE formula underestimates the Federal and other fUnds used to 
support basic education and operating expenses. Federal and other ftmds 
are underestimated by at least $5 million in fonnula calculations for 
FY 78-79. As a result, the formula tends to exaggerate the amount of 
State funds needed to support institutions. 
The underestimation occurs for two reasons. First, the formula lias 
only included unrestricted Federal and other fUnds. This allows ·· 
institutions to underestimate revenue by classifying funds as re-
stricted. <JiE does not audit such accounts to determine whether 
funds are classified properly. Second, only a portion of actual 
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tuition aid fees used to support basic education and operating costs 
is included in the formula. 
FORMULA PROVIDES NO INCENTIVE FOR IMPROVED PERFORMANCE 
The are appropriations formula emphasizes quantity rather than 
quality. It is basically tied to FTE enrollment and student/faculty 
ratios. These indicators tell something about the activities insti-
tutions engage in and what level of effort they expend upon these 
activities. But the formula reveals nothing about the relationship 
between these activities and the results of edtication. Formula funding 
for an institution remains the same regardless of performance. 
The formula encourages institutions to obtain more students instead 
of improving the education of students. 
There are a number of reasons for relating institutional performance 
with budgeting. The size of the higher education budget has become 
a major part (16%) of the State's expenditures. Inflation and reduced 
growth in enrollment will pressure institutions to identify and con-
sider eliminating ineffective programs. Declining public confidence 
in government as well as higher education creates a strong need for 
Legislators to be able to inform the public about what institutions are 
doing with the funds they are appropriated. 
The CHE formula will not promote improved effectiveness until 
an attempt is made to measure institutional effectiveness in educating 
students. CHE has not initiated any effort to inventory and measure 
the results of higher education because CHE staff believe that it is 
not the purpose of the formula to promote improved institutional 
effectiveness. 
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Reasonably objective measures are available which permit some 
assessment of effectiveness. The National Center for Higher Education 
Management Systems (NQIEMS) has developed an inventory of higher 
education performance variables. The inventory covers not only 
instructional programs but also major noninstructional areas such 
as research, cotmlllility education and public service. 
For example, colleges and universities are expected to help stu-
dents develop general and specialized knowledge as well as critical 
thinking and reasoning skills. Performance measures for these variables 
could include student scores on various standardized tests , rrumbers 
of graduates accepting employment in their major field of study as a 
percentage of total graduates in that field, and a measurement of 
how satisfied students are with their ability to apply what they 
know. 
The next step after developing performance measures would be 
to link performance and budgeting. One state, Temessee, is currently 
exploring the feasibility of allocating some portion of State ftmds 
on the basis on institutional performance. Like South Carolina, the 
Tennessee Higher Education Commission (THEC) has spent several years 
developing an appropriation formula. The THEC recognizes the diffi-
culties of measuring performance and the widespread fears of institutions 
about performance budgeting. Their effort is based on the proposition 
that "to expend millions of dollars on higher education and say that 
we have no measures of performance is a risky position to take. Even 
imperfect measures , wisely chosen, may operationally improve the 
allocation process.tt Currently, CHE annually recommends that the 
State expend millions of dollars on higher education with no measures 
of institutional performance. 
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FORMULA FUNDING NEEDS TO BE ADJUSTED 
FOR ACIDAL ENROLLMENTS 
An important part of the formula which CHE has neglected to stress 
to the Budget and Control Board and the Legislature is that if State 
appropriations were based on the formula, then appropriations would 
need to be adjusted for actual Fall enrollments. CHE bases its formula 
recommendations on estimated enrollment for the next Fall. As enroll-
ment has leveled off in the last two years, CHE enrollment projections 
used in the formula have been overestimated. Step 11 of the formula 
(Appendix C) states that lump-sum State appropriations to colleges 
and tmi.versities, if based on the formula, need to be adjusted for 
actual enrollment. However, in presenting its formula based recom-
mendations to the Budget and Control Board and the Legislature, QiE 
has not emphasized that if appropriations were based on the fonnu1a, 
a provision would need to be added to the Appropriation Act to adjust 
appropriations according to actual Fall enrollment. 
The process CHE uses to estimate enrollment for the next year 
is not reliable. When calculating formula based budget requests 
each college and university makes its own estimate of enrollment for 
the next Fall. Institutions are not required to provide CHE any 
explanation of the method used to forecast enrollment. In some 
instances, institutions have overestimated and manipulated enroll-
ment estimates in order to increase fonnula recommended funding. 
For example, CHE based its FY 76-77 formula calculations on an 
estimated statewide FTE enrollment increase of 4.1 percent. Actual 
Fall 1976 PTE enrollment decreased by 0.4 percent. If the FY 76-77 
fonnula had been fully funded and no adjustment made in the Fall of 
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1976 for actual enrollment, then colleges and universities would 
have received an excess of $8 million due to overestimated enroll-
ment. 
Overestimated enrollment occurs in two ways. First, institutions 
as a group make optimistic FTE enrollment estimates. Such over-
estimates may be made because institutions are planning to increase 
recruiting efforts or are hoping other variables will change to 
increase enrollment. Second, some institutions overestimate enroll-
ment in disciplines with low student/faculty ratios, thereby increasing 
the m.nnber of teaching faculty funded tmder the fonm.tla. QiE staff 
attempt to identify flagrant enrollment manipulations, but even with 
an increasing computer capability, GIE admits that subtle manipulations 
are still not detected. Given the prospect of limited future growth 
in enrollments, institutions will probably intensify their efforts to 
inflate enrollment projections used in the GIE fonm.tla. 
In making its budget request for FY 78-79 Audit Council staff 
observed that GIE made no written or verbal mention of the provision 
in Step 11 that if State appropriations are based on the formula, 
appropriations must be adjusted for actual Fall enrollments. GIE 
may have chosen not to emphasize the enrollment adjustment provision 
in Step 11 because it could result in one or more institutions receiving 
a lower State appropriation than in the previous year due to declining 
enrollment. And GIE has followed an unofficial policy of not recom-
mending less State appropriations for any institution than it received 
in the previous year. 
To prevent overfunding due to inflated enrollment estimates, CHE 
needs to emphasize to the Budget and Control Board and the Legislature 
that an intregal part of the CHE formula requires that State appropria-
tions be adjusted for actual Fall enrollments. By doing so, CHE can 
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make it clear that the Legislature has a right to expect accurate cost 
estimates and that institutional attempts to overestimate enrollments 
will not result in tmjustified fiscal gain. 
CONCLUSION 
If a formula approach to budgeting for colleges and tmiversities 
is to be used, significant improvements in the am formula are needed. 
In the past CHE has stressed achieving an equitable formula. A 
comparative study of appropriation formulas used by 25 states in 
1973 fOtmd CHE' s formula to be equitable. Ftmding was reconmended 
for similar programs in similar institutions in a tmiform and fair 
manner. However, the Audit Council found that while striving for 
equity, am built into the formula several inaccurate and tmrealistic 
assumptions , which prevent the current am formula from being an 
acceptable basis for calculating the funding of public colleges 
and universities. 
Once improved, an appropriation formula could provide for an 
equitable allocation of funds and help make the State budget process 
more manageable. Once the Legislature determines that formula improve-
ments have produced a more accurate and realistic formula without 
sacrificing equity, then it could ase the formula as the basis for 
appropriations. am would prepare its budget request for higher 
education using the improved formula. The Legislature could then 
decide what portion of the formula the State can afford to fund: 
80%, 90% or perhaps 100%. Ftmds would then be appropriated as a 
lump-sum to CHE and the formula could be used to equitably allocate 
appropriations among colleges and universities. 
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RECOMv1ENDATIONS 
(1) .A.IlJUS1MENT FOR STUDENT A'ITRITION: 
ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS SHOULD BE ADJUSTED TO 
REFLECT 1HE ENROLlMENT REDUCTION WHICJi WILL 
OCOJR IllE TO STUDENTS WHO DROP Our IXJRING 
1HE NEXT YEAR. 
(2) FACUL'IY COMPENSATION: 
FUNDING FOR EAOi TEAQfiNG FACUL'IY POSITION SHOULD 
BE CALCULATED BASED UP<:N EI'IHER A STATEWIDE AVERAGE 
SALARY OR 'lliE AVERAGE SALARY PAID BY SIMILAR INSTI-
'IUITIONS IN OTHER SOUIHERN STATES. 
(3) UPDATING 1HE FORMULA: 
ACTUAL EXPENDI'IURES BY INSTITI.TriONS SHOULD BE CCMPARED 
AT LEAST ANNUALLY TO COST RATES AND PERCENTAGES USED 
IN 1HE FORMULA. 'ffiOSE COST CATEGORIES WHIQi ARE LEAST 
ACUJRATELY REPRESENTED BY 1HE FORMULA SHOULD BE CEANGED 
TO BRING 1HE FORMULA CLOSER TO REFLECTING ACTUAL EX-
PENDI'IURE PATTERNS. A FORMULA ADVISORY COOOTTEE 
REPRESENTING INSTITUTIONS, EXEUITIVE AND LEGISLATIVE 
FISCAL STAFF SHOULD BE CREATED TO ADVISE mE ON NECESSARY 
mANGES. 
( 4) FEDERAL AND ai'HER FUNI6: 
ALL R.JNIE RECEIVED BY INSTI'IUTIONS, INCLUDING 
RESTRICTED FEDERAL AND O'IHER FUNI6, WHIQi SUPPORT 
COSTS L\I'CLUDED IN 1HE FORMULA. SHOULD BE SUBTRACTED 
FROM TOTAL FORMULA EXPENDI'IURES I~ CALOJL:\TING 
REQUESTS FOR STATE FUNI:E. 
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(5) RECOGNIZING QUALITY: 
niE FORMULA SHOUlD RECOGNIZE niE QUALITATIVE EFFORTS 
OF INDIVIIXJAL INSTITtiTIONS AND BUILD IN INCENfiVES 
OF ADDITIONAL FUN1l5 FOR TifE SUCCESSFUL CCMPLETION 
OF PRE-STATED INSTITtiTIONAL GOALS AND OBJECTIVES. 
( 6) AUDITING: 
TO ASSURE THAT INSTITtiTIONS SUPPLY CHE WI1H VALID 
INFORMATION AS PART OF 1HE BUDGET PROCESS, CHE 
SHOULD PERIODICALLY CONDUCT AUDITS OF INSTITtiTIONAL 
ENROLlMENT AND FINANCIAL RECORDS. 
(7) PREVENI'ING OVERFUNDING 1lJE TO OVERESTIMATED ENROLlMENTS: 
CHE SHOULD RECCM4END TO 1HE BUDGET AND CONfROL BOARD 
AND niE LEGISLA1URE THAT IF STATE APPROPRIATIONS ARE 
BASED ON 1HE CHE FORMULA, THEN A PROVISION BE ADDED TO 
TifE APPROPRIATION ACT TO PROVIDE 1HAT STATE APPROPRIATIONS 
BE AllJUSTED FOR ACTUAL FALL ENROLlMENTS. 
(8) PRCMJI'ING EFFICIENT RESOURCE USE: 
CHE SHOULD CONTINUE DEVELOPING UNIT COST DATA SO 1HAT 
ACTUAL DIFFERENCES IN COSTS OF SIMILAR PROORAMS AMJNG 
INSTITIITIONS MAY BE RECOGNIZED AND EXPLAINED. CHE 
SHOULD RECCM4END TO INSTITtiTIONS WAYS TO CONTAIN OR 
REDUCE COSTS. CHE COST ANALYSES SHOULD BE MADE AVAILABLE 
TO INSTITtiTIONS, TifE STATE AUDITOR'S OFFICE, AND TifE 
LEGISLA1URE. 
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INTRODUCTION 
GIAPTER IV 
AGENCY RESPONSE 
The following section is the response of the Conmission on 
Higher Education to this audit report. The Legislative Audit 
Comcil has reprinted QiE' s response in its entirety. The Audit 
Comcil has included comments to set the record straight regarding 
certain aspects of QiE' s response, but the absence of a conment does 
not signify Audit Comcil concurrence. 
Overall, it appears the QiE does not mderstand the ftmction 
of the Legislative Audit Comcil as established by the General 
Assembly. The Audit Comcil' s purpose is to evaluate the efficiency 
and effectiveness of State agencies, to focus on problems and to make 
recommendations for improvenents. 
An important guide to the Audit Comcil in carrying out its 
responsibilities is Standards for Audit of Governnental Organizations, 
Programs, Activities and Functions established by the Comptroller 
General of the United States. That guide advises that: 
Information as to the satisfactory aspects, 
not just the deficient aspects, of operations 
examined, when significant and when warranted 
by the extent of the work, should be included 
in the auditor's report. 
On pages 7-8 two noteworthy accomplishnents of CHE are recognized. 
State agencies have numerous opportunities to inform the Legislature 
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and the public of their accomplishments. The State's interests are best 
served by the Audit Council focusing on agency activities which need to 
be improved and on proposing specific recommendations for increased 
agency_ effectiveness. 
S. C. CCM4ISSION ON HIGHER EDUCATION 
RESPONSE 
TO 
THE LEGISLATIVE AUDIT COUNCIL REPORI' 
June 12, 1978 
We had an opportunity in April to review a draft of this audit of the Commission 
on Higher Education and met at length with your staff later to correct errors in 
fact and, we believed, in interpretation contained in the draft. We read the final 
draft on May 29 and, although some corrections had been made, a number of errors 
remain in the report. 
LAC CCM-1ENT 
Judging from the contents of this letter, what OiE considers to be 
"errors" are actually differences of opinion and interpretation rather 
than factual errors. 
In the summary of the report, it is noted that "this audit does not describe CHE 
accomplishments but focuses on problems .•. " and that "focusing on problems 
should not obscure CHE accomplishments.:· I question the basic philosophy that 
precludes a balanced and unbiased appraisal of this or any other agency of State 
Government. I believe that emphasizing the negative builds in the probability 
that an audit report will misrepresent the true situation and mislead legislators 
and the public concerning the hard work and contributions to the public good of 
lay commission or board members and of the people employed in carrying out the 
duties and responsibilities assigned to them. 
Before commenting on the specific matters dealt with in the report, therefore, I 
register objection to the generally negative tone of the report as a disservice to 
the Legislature, to State employees, and to the public. For example, neutral, nnn-
value-laden words are used in the chapter headings and sub-headings (see Table of 
Contents), which I believe to be proper; by contrast, in the headings of section8 
in the Summary (to which most readers will probably give major attention) dealing 
with the three chapters the language used is anything but objective: i.e., 
"Inadequate . • . , " "Failure to . . . , " "Inaccurate and Unrealistic . . ·." 
UC CCM4ENr 
This descriptive language is used because it best summarizes 
the findings detailed in the various sections of this audit. Only 
if CHE could demonstrate that the findings are invalid would it be 
appropriate to change these phrases. 
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Through 
erosion of confidence in the agency and damage to the morale of those who serve the 
public, an audit report that lacks balance, emphasizing problems and neglecting 
accomplishments, can be counterproductive in achieving the desired positive results. 
In sum, we are disappointed in this report of the Legislative Audit Council. 
LAC CCM4ENI' 
Interviews with public college, university and State officials 
revealed that CHE suffered an erosion of public confidence before 
this audit began. This was caused by CHE's failure to address the 
problems described in this audit. This report proposes many posi-
tive reconmendations intended to improve CHE effectiveness. The 
Audit Council believes that staff morale and the public's confidence 
can best be improved by CHE attempting to implement these reconmen-
dations rather than resisting change. 
The report fails to reflect the considerable progress made by the Commission in 
the same areas where the report is most critical. It ignores most of the accom-
plishments of the Commission and reaches conclusions often contrary to facts pre-
sented during the audit. 
The Commission on Higher Education, since its inception in 1967, has had a positive 
impact on higher education in South Carolina within the limits of its statutory 
responsibilities and the resources made available to it to carry out those responsi-
bilities. The Audit Council report acknowledges the Commission's effective process 
for program approval. It also recognizes the established value of the Management 
Information System but does not add that the MIS in its computerized form is being 
used as a model for other states. We regret that the report ·does not Tecord such 
accomplishments as the Commission's role in establishing a computer network for 
the senior public institutions at a saving to the State of at least $1 million 
annually. Even though the CHE role with reference to funding of capital and 
operating expenses has been advisory, the application of a professional statewide 
perspective in the analysis of institutional requests has resulted in large savings 
to the State by helping to establish priorities for the best allocation of limited 
funds. The Commission has also provided leadership in interstate cooperation in 
higher education in extending educational opportunities for South Carolinians through 
arrangements with out-of-state institutions. We note also that the report does not 
include an assessment of the Commission's publications which we understand was 
requested. Such an assessment was undertaken and the results reported to us by your 
staff were favorable. It appears to us that the report does not in fact "include 
a review of the CHE's duties and responsibilities and an evaluation of the perform-
ance of those duties" as stated in the "Purpose" of the report. 
LAC CCJ.\f.1El'JT 
The Audit Council's purpose is to identify problems and recommend 
improvements in agency perfonnance. It is appropriate for CHE to 
serve as its own public relations agent. Users of CHE publications 
were surveyed as a part of this audit. The results pertaining to 
MIS reports are described on pages 7-8. Survey results pertaining 
to long-range planning studies are explained on page 24. 
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Specific comments on each section of the report follow. 
Long-Range Planning 
The Commission produced a comprehensive plan in 1972 -- Goals for Higher Education 
Through 1980 -- and since 1975 has been engaged in updating and refining that plan. 
As the Audit Council report states~ the 1972 plan was evaluated as one of the best 
in the country in terms of issues and depth of coverage -- only those of California~ 
New York~ Washington~ New Jersey~ and Pennsylvania being rated higher. Although 
the implementation of the 1972 plan was rated low in the Audit Council report, the 
fact is that of the 56 recommendations made, 22 have been completely accomplished, 
27 partially accomplished, and only seven have not been implemented. Lack of 
implementation of the Commission's recommendations in this and other cases cannot 
be mentioned without noting that in some instances the General Assembly has chosen 
not to accept CHE recommendations -- often in response to institutions or other 
constituencies that opposed the CHE position. 
LAC CCM4ENT 
The Audit Council found that the 1972 CHE plan had little impact 
on public colleges and universities. On pages 23-25 it is pointed out 
that only 8 of 29 recommendations directed toward institutions have been 
fully implemented. What CHE considers as "partially implemented" is 
vague. According to interviews with college and university administra-
tors, very little progress has been made on implementing mst recommenda-
tions included in this category. The same consultants which evaluated 
the CHE plan favorably in terms of issues and depth of coverage, rated 
CHE's plan as weak in its treatment of plan implementation. 
The report criticizes CHE for lack of specificity in planning and suggests specific 
procedures that should be followed in long-range planning. Four recently published 
CHE reports on optometric education, however, do reflect extensive specific planning 
including specific efforts aimed at implementation. 
LAC CCM4ENT 
CHE is apparently confUsed about what comprises its comprehensive 
or master plan for postsecondary education. Chapter 1 evaluates the 
two CHE efforts to develop a comprehensive plan. The latest planning 
report evaluated in that chapter was Comprehensive Planning for Post-
secondary Education published in January 1978. 
Its introduction stated: 
This is the first of several publications 
which will compr1se a comprehensive plan 
for postsecondary education. (Emphasis 
added) 
Since the four optometric studies were completed between April 1976 
and July 1977, it appeared that they were not part of CHE's master 
plan and were therefore not included in documents evaluated in Chap-
ter 1. 
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The Audit Council has reviewed the optometric studies. CHE's 
master plan report published in January 1978 should have contained 
the same degree of specificity as the previously completed optometric 
reports. 
The report also charges that 
the Commission has "avoided the question of how effectively public institutions are 
performing." Two examples of the Commission's concern for the quality and effective-
ness of institutional programs, however, are found in recent CHE publications on 
nutrition education and nursing education. 
LAC CGf.1ENT 
On page 5 this audit states: 
CHE plarming has also avoided the question 
of how effectively public institutions are 
performing. While the effectiveness of 
higher education is being questioned by same 
groups, not a single aiE planning study 
addresses what students are learning or how 
well their educational experience prepares 
them for life after graduation. 
The two CHE reports only address effectiveness in a broad sense. 
They do not attempt to assess institutional performance in nutrition 
or nursing education. The reports do not include standards which can 
be used to measure institutional effectiveness; do not measure how 
well students are performing; and do not evaluate how well students 
are being prepared for careers after graduation. 
Measurement of the outcomes of postsecondary education has been a continuing concern 
of the Commission. The Management Information System currently includes a number of 
reports which can be and are being used to evaluate trends in postsecondary education. 
CHE is working directly with the National Center for Higher Education Management 
Systems (NCHEMS) in developing outcome measures for higher education, measures which 
are still in the development stage although the report appears to view them as 
reliable. CHE has assisted several institutions in developing procedures for 
obtaining the views of their graduates as part of the evaluation process. 
LAC CCl+tENf 
When the .~it Council observed the CHE staff report to the 
Commission in January 1978 on the development of its management 
information system, a timetable for including outcome measures was 
not mentioned. 
Measuring outcomes is difficult. But the Audit Council agrees 
with the criteria adopted by the Termessee Higher Education Com-
mission that "to expend millions of dollars on higher education 
and say that we have no measures of perfonnance is a risky 
proposition. Even imperfect measures, wisely chosen, may opera-
tionally improve the allocation process." 
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Coordination in planning as well as in other areas has stressed widespread partici-
pation including presidents, staff members, and in some cases faculty of both public 
and private colleges and universities. We have relied to a large extent on such 
institutional representatives to reflect faculty and student concerns in planning 
for higher education. Task forces, working committees, and other advisory groups 
formed by the Commission also include wide representation. Commission members 
themselves possess a diversity of experience and interests, including viewpoints 
as members of the general public. 
LAC CCM4ENT 
Creative efforts by other states to involve a broad spectrum of 
students , faculty and the public in planning have been more 
successful than CHE's efforts as explained on page 20. 
The report asserts that the Commission's statements describing institutional missions 
.are both "vague" and full of "loopholes." In support of the point, the report quotes 
several sentences out of context from more detailed mission statements specific to 
each institution. For example, the report cites as "vague" the sentence, "Bach 
[public] university should continue to develop, to high levels of competence and 
quality, those programs consistent with its mission," not noting that this is the 
concluding sentence of a paragraph highlighting the importance of programs of basic 
and applied research in the universities to the economic future of the State; nor 
that the specific program areas in which each of the three public universities is 
expected to specialize are specified elsewhere in the same Commission document. 
1AC COMMENI' 
This sentence as well as the entire section on universities is 
vague because it never specifies what is meant by programs of 
"high levels of competence and of quality." CHE has never established 
standards by which the quality of programs could be judged and 
CHE has not proposed specific actions which institutions should take 
to improve the quality of programs referred to in this ·section. 
The report cites this sentence as an example of a "loophole": "Some duplication 
of graduate programs has occurred and some will continue to be necessary." It was 
not noted, however, that the sentence i~ the first of a paragraph which states that 
the public universities should work cooperatively to avoid needless duplication of 
effort in these necessary areas. 
LAC CCJ.t1ENf 
Quoted below is the entire paragraph which never identifies which 
programs are tmnecessary and what actions institutions should take. 
to reduce duplication. 
Some duplication of graduate programs 
between these universities has occurred, 
and some will continue to be necessary. 
In those cases, the institutions should 
work cooperatively to avoid needless 
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duplication and to promote greater effi-
ciency. A good example of the kinds of 
joint effort that can be accomplished 
is the collaborative work of both in 
conjunction with research activities at 
Hobcaw Barony. The potential for 
equivalent division of labor within 
on-going programs at each campus is 
impressive. 
On page 40 of this report the Audit Council does specify dupli-
cative programs. 
The Council staff's understanding of what constitute meaningful mission statemen~s 
for institutions does not coincide with that of the Commission staff or with that 
of our counterparts in other states. Mission statements do not typically "identify 
unmet needs" or "specify academic disciplines in which new programs are needed" or 
"identify institutions which should improve specific academic programs." They do 
often, as do those prepared by the Commission, "identify opportunities for inter-
institutional cooperation." 
LAC CGt4ENT 
The Audit Council interviewed staff of the Tennessee and 
Alabama Higher Education Conmissions and sought the assistance of 
out-of-State experts in the coordination of higher education during 
this study. In addition, top administrators of all public colleges 
and universities were_ interviewed concerning their tmderstanding pf 
effective mission statements. The Audit Council found no support 
for confining mission statements to vague and meaningless rhetoric. 
Instead the Audit Council found support for the four criteria for 
effective mission statements described on page 22. 
Al~hough the report notes that its purpose is not to question the most recent 
enrollment projections which the Commission has published, the projections are 
cited as "the major weakness with the latest [planning] document," and it is said 
that the Commission "has not considered the prospect of little or no enrollment 
growth ... "but should do so. The report recommends that the Commission make 
several enrollment projections for the State, without noting that the Commission 
has made two independent projections, using two entirely different methodologies 
and data bases. 
LAC COMv1ENT 
By different projections the Audit Council means that different 
assumptions should be tested using the same methodology. For example, 
CHE's projections assume a continued in-migration of the 18-21 age 
group for the next decade at the same rate as was experienced during 
1970-1974. Since no one knows for certain what the actual rate will 
be, it seems reasonable to test the impact of various assumptions about 
the rate of in-migration to give decision-makers a better understanding 
of what the future might be. 
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The report does not recognize that the growth rate projected for 
colleges and universities, 2 to 3 percent per year, is substantially less than half 
the growth rate experienced by these institutions in the past seven years. The 
report notes the differences between the projections prepared by the Commission 
and those for South Carolina prepared by a staff member of the Southern Regional 
Education Board. Those differences were fully, completely, and accurately dis-
cussed in the publication of the Commission on Higher Education. 
LAC CCM4ENT 
Even a statewide growth rate of 2 to 3 percent a year is con-
sidered optimistic by some educators. In fact am actually projected 
only a 1. 6 percent increase for Fall 1978 in budget presentations to 
the Legislature. But the important point is that some public insti-
tutions may have no growth or declines in enrollment and am's plan-
ning has ignored the consequences of this probability. In March 
1978 Dr. Wilbert Mc:Keachie, the new President of the American 
Association for Higher Education, warned that "the next decade is going 
to see a falloff in the number of people who have been in higher edu-
cation and it could squeeze institutions with weak leadership out of 
existence." South Carolina might escape somewhat from the trend of 
declining enrollment, but in this tm.certain period it seems prudent 
to develop a contingency plan that will maintain the strength of 
public institutions in the event of enrollment declines. 
The report recommends that the Commission prepare separate projections for each 
institution, a requirement that is also set forth in the 1978 legislation. The 
report's recommendation regarding "different" assumptions about "birth rates" is 
not useful unless projections for postsecondary education enrollment are to be 
extended more than 20 years into the future. Persons expected to be enrolled in 
postsecondary institutions 18 years hence have already been born. 
Academic Programs 
Although the report does not mention it, the Commission had no statutory authority 
with reference to the termination of any programs in the public senior colleges and 
universities prior to the enactment of Act 410 on March 6, 1978. The report listed 
several methods used in other states in reviewing or terminating existing academic 
programs. It should be noted that of the four states cited in this regard, three 
(Florida, North Carolina, and West Virginia) have statewide governing boards for 
their public colleges and universities. 
LAC COMvtENT 
On page 36 this report points out that when created in 196 7 am 
was given the responsibility to study all academic programs and make 
recommendations regarding "areas of State-level coordination and 
cooperation with the objective of reducing duplication, increasing 
effectiveness and achieving economies." In discussions with the 
Audit Council, CHE staff have repeatedly admitted that CHE has always 
had the statutory responsibility to recommend termination of 
tmnecessary programs but that responsibility has never been a high 
priority because CHE did not have the power to actually terminate 
programs. 
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The report identifies a need to evaluate teacher education programs~ on the ground 
that a surplus of teachers exists nationally. The one set of figures specific to 
this State included in the Council's report is derived from a State Department of 
Education survey of school principals. The figures in the Table included in the 
report can be misleading because the column labeled "Firm Applications" includes 
not just new graduates but teachers already employed and seeking a change in 
location or teaching specialty or both. That inclusion has the effect of exaggerat-
ing the magnitude of the "surplus~" which may or may not be real for new graduates. 
LAC CClvMENT 
Column 2 of Table 3 on page 43 shows that new graduates from 
South Carolina colleges and universities nearly equal job openings 
in some specialties and exceed by many times job openings in other 
specialties. When added to teachers having experience plus teachers 
from other states who seek jobs in South Carolina, there can be 
little doubt that South Carolina as well as the nation is experiencing 
a surplus of teachers • 
In commenting on the existence of "liberal arts" programs leading to Associate in 
Science or Associate in Arts degrees offered by six Technical Education Colleges, 
the report does not note that each of the programs was approved by the Commission 
only after full investigation of whether or not such "duplication" was "necessary" 
or "unnecessary." We and the staff of the State Board for Technical and Comprehen-
sive Education are in agreement that these programs, as well as other programs 
leading to associate degrees offered by institutions in the TEC system, should be 
evaluated and reviewed periodically. 
LAC CCM4ENI' 
To this date there have been no evaluations conducted by either 
SBTCE or CHE of the continuing necessity of duplicating liberal arts 
programs in technical institutions and four-year public colleges. 
We note that the Commission and the State TEC 
Board consistently employ more reasonable commuting distances of up to 30 miles, 
rather than 55 miles as employed by your staff, in stating criteria for the estab-
lishment of associate degree programs and in assessing the need for additional ones 
which may be proposed. 
The report comments on the need for "improved" coordination of off-campus courses 
offered by public postsecondary institutions. We share the belief of the public 
and private institutions involved, and of school teachers and administrators, that 
provision of opportunities for continued improvement of knowledge and skills on the 
part of teachers and administrators is essential. In 1972 the Commission created 
its Advisory Committee on Graduate Teacher Education to assist all institutions 
in responding to these needs in the most efficient manner possible. Among other 
things, this Committee provides a central clearinghouse by which each institution 
may know in advance what plans for such. instruction all others are making. The 
Committee has also offered its services to the school districts in the State in 
meeting the needs they may identify. We believe the institutions involved share 
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our conviction that the coordinative mechanism provided in this way by the Commis-
sion is potentially better able to respond to local needs and is preferable to 
centralized control. 
Appropriation Formula 
Development of an appropriation formula for the equitable and adequate funding of 
the public colleges and universities was undertaken by the Commission in 1971 at 
the request of the Governor. Subsequently, the Budget and Control Board and the 
Commission were directed by the General Assembly to continue such development, 
with the proviso that "· .• the objective of the formula shall be to provide, 
as nearly as practicable, uniform and adequate appropriations for similar courses 
of instruction and related educational costs among all institutions •.• " 
The formula is thoroughly reviewed and updated annually with opportunity provided 
for full participation by staff members of the Commission, all of the public colleges 
and universities, the Governor's Office, the State Auditor's Office, the Senate 
Finance and Education Committees, and the Ways and Means and Education Committees 
of the House. Each year, following such review and updating, the Commission has 
approved the formula unanimously. Formation of a formula review committee, composed 
of the above representatives, as recommended in the report, would continue under 
another name a process that has been in active existence since 1972. 
Certain formula provisions characterized in the report as "inaccurate" are, in 
fact, accurate, since they produce precisely what they are intended to produce. 
LAC C(M.ffiN'I' 
By inaccurate, the Audit Cotmcil means that the OiE formula is 
not a realistic approximation of the expenditure trends of public 
colleges and tmiversities. The importance of accuracy was empha-
sized by Dr. James L. Miller, author of State Budgeting for Higher 
Education: The Use of Formulas and Cost Al'ial sis, when he evaluated 
t e onnula m .AprJ. 1 3. r Miller :VJ.Sed OiE that: 
The measure of a formula's usefulness 
should be its overall accuracy in 
estimating the total Leeds of each of 
the institutions in the State in a 
manner which is equitable. 
Chapter 3 explains specifically how OiE' s formula can be made mre 
accurate while retaining its equity. 
The report proposes formula changes which have been considered in the past and dis-
carded as inappropriate or impractical. Alleged savings through such changes are 
exaggerated. For example, it is proposed to reduce the institutions' appropriations 
substantially because of enrollment attrition which always occurs between fall and 
spring semesters -- despite the obvious facts that (1) classes in the spring usually 
cannot be cancelled merely because they are slightly smaller than in the fall, and 
(2) faculty are normally hired on a nine-month contract basis. 
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LAC CO:r.t4El'IT 
The Audit Cotm.cil has explained to QiE staff that this report 
is not recommending that classes be cancelled in the Spring or that 
faculty be fired in the Spring. Instead, the Audit Cotm.cil recommends 
that estimated Fall enrollment be adjusted to recognize student attri-
tion and provide a more accurate enrollment estimate. As a result, 
institutions will be discouraged from hiring additional faculty or 
increasing operating costs in the Fall to serve students who will only 
remain on campus a few months . 
As another example, 
it is proposed to reduce the institutions' State appropriations substantially by 
deducting Federal and other income received for Sponsored Research and Other Spon-
sored Programs even though the formula already prohibits any State funding for such 
purposes. 
LAC CCMv1ENT 
While the formula in Step 11 does require institutions to deduct 
Federal and other revenue, institutions have tmderestimated Federal 
and other ftm.ds . A1 though QiE staff is aware of these tmderesti-
mations , they have not attempted to correct them. 
As a further example, reducing formula funding for faculty salaries to 
the average faculty salaries for all colleges and universities would deny adequate 
funding for the institutions having the higher average faculty salaries. 
Despite allegations in the report to the contrary, the Commission staff continuously 
compares actual operating conditions in the colleges and universities, both in-state 
and out-of-state, with formula provisions with the view of assuring a realistic 
formula. 
LAC CClvMENT 
The only documented record provided by CHE to the Audit Cotm.cil 
of any effort to evaluate the formula's accuracy was for FY 73-74 
as noted on page 61. 
The institutions' enrollment estimates are tested by the Commission staff and, 
when considered unrealistic, are revised downward by the Commission. The formula 
specifically provides for revising State appropriations in accordance with actual 
fall enrollments; annual General Appropriation Acts included similar provisions 
during years when the General Assembly utilized the formula more fully. 
The report's references to Outcomes of Postsecondary Education, a compilation of 
procedures for better understanding the benefits of higher education prepared by 
the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems, ignore the fact tha~ 
the Commission staff (1) has participated from the outset and continues to partici-
page with NCHEMS in the development of such procedures, and (2) has assisted several 
of the State institutions in South Carolina in experimenting wi~h some of them. 
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When these procedures have been more fully tested~ we intend to consider various 
uses of them, including possible adaptation for formula purposes. In this regard, 
the Tennessee Higher Education Commission's experiment with incentive funding for 
performance is being watched with interest even though results to date are not 
promising. 
LAC CCM4ENT 
Concerning Tennessee's efforts to provide incentives in its 
fonnula for improved perfonnance, Audit Cotmeil staff interviewed 
Dr. Grady Bogue, Director of the project for the Tennessee Higher 
Education Commission, and examined an evaluation of Tennessee's 
project performed by two external evaluators in August 1977. 
While the project is not completed, it has for less than $150,000 
caused eleven institutions to take a serious look at instructional 
goals and attempt to measure the effects on students. Due to its 
success the project continues to receive the financial support of 
the Ftmd for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education and the 
Ford Foundation. 
A statement in the report that n ••• the drawback to using a percentage type 
formula (such as the Commission's) is that all institutions will deviate, some 
significantly, in actual expenditures from the cost rates and percentages used in 
the formula .•• " reflects a lack of understanding of the purpose of the formula, 
which is to fund uniformly, equitably, and adequately. Using each institution's 
own expenditure pattern would mean, in effect, no formula. 
LAC CCM4ENT 
The statement quoted in the above paragraph originally appeared 
on page 5 of an evaluation of mE's fonnula written by Dr. James L. 
Miller and dated April 26, 1973. That Dr. Miller tmderstands the 
purpose of CHE's formula is confirmed by his national reputation 
as an expert on formula budgeting and CHE' s decision to select him 
to evaluate their own formula. The reason Dr. Miller's statement 
was included in the audit was to emphasize the need to make the CHE 
fonnula more accurate by minimizing the gap between formula cost 
rates and actual expenditure patterns of institutions. 
The report concludes that the Commission's formula has produced 11equitable11 appro-
priation recommendations, including recommended funding "for similar programs in 
similar institutions in a uniform and fair manner." It also indicates that the 
formula, with certain modifications, should be used more fully by the General 
Assembly. 
The report's conclusion also makes brief reference to a nationwide research study 
of budget formulas carried out at the University of Tennessee in 1973. It does not 
reveal, however, the study's complete finding: that the South Carolina formula was 
one of only five formulas which met seven of eight criteria established by a panel 
of experts -- and came closer than any other to meeting all eight of the criteria. 
-80-
LAC COMMENT 
The Audit Council carefully examined the study "A Comparative 
4Analysis of the Existing Budget Formulas" conducted by Francis Gross 
while a graduate student at the University of Tennessee and published 
in December 1973. Mr. Gross' actual conclusion was that while "the 
budget formulas in twelve states (including South Carolina) were 
judged to be 'acceptable' on the basis of meeting the minimum 
requirements of at least six (out of eight) perfonnance criteria, 
none could be de?ignated as a model." Mr. Gross made no attempt to 
assess the accuracy of formulas in various states. 
We know that, as in all agencies and organizations~ improvements can be made by 
the Commission and its staff as they carry out the functions assigned to them by 
the General Assembly. A number of the recommendations in the report will be help-
ful to us in the months and years ahead • 
. . 
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(A) 
(B) 
(C) 
APPENDIX A 
A CLASSIFICATION OF lliE SO STATES BY PA'ITERN 
OF STATE- LEVEL COORDINATION AND 
GOVERNANCE OF HIGHER EDUCATION, 1977 
PATI'ERN 
States Without Statutory 
Coordinating Agency 
States Having Statutory 
Coordinating Agency With 
Only Advisory Responsibility 
States Having Statutory 
Coordinating Agency with 
Regulatory Responsibility 
(3) 
(7) 
(18) 
Nebraska 
Delaware 
Alabama 
Arkansas 1 California 
Michigan 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Kentucky 4 Louisianna 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Missouri 
(D) States Having Consolidated 
Governing Board 
(22) Alaska 
Arizona 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Maine 
Mississippi 
~ntana 
STATE 
Vennont 
Minnesota 
Washington 
Wyoming 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
Ohio4 4 Oklahoma 
Pennsylvania 
Soutb Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Virginia 
Neveda 
New Yorks 
North Carolina 
New Hampshire2 
North Dakota 
Oregon3 
Rhode Island 
South Dakota 
Utah 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
1 On April 1, 1974, the California Postsecondary Education Conmission 
assumed the duties of the Coordinating Council 'for Higher Education. 
2 New Hampshire has both a Board of Trustees for the University System 
and a statutory coordinating agency. 
3 Oregon has both a State Governing Board of Higher Education an~ an 
Educational Coordinating Council. · 
4 Louisiana, Ohio, and Oklahoma have Boards of Regents with specific 
regulatory powers but without broad governing authority. 
S The Board of Regents of the University of the State of New York 
have supervisory responsibility for all levels of education, public 
and private. 
Source: Education Commission of the States. 
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00 
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I 
Nill-1BER OF STATES IN EAOI CATEGORY OF STATEWIDE COORDINATION/GOVERNANCE 
1939 - 1977 
CATEGORY 1939 1949 1959 1969 
A. No Statutory Coordinating 
Agency 33 31 24 4 
B. Coordinating Agency With 
Advisory Responsibility 1 1 5 13 
c. Coordinating Agency With 
Regulatory Responsibility 1 2 5 14 
D. Consolidated Governing 
Board 15 16 16 19 
-----
\ 
1977 
3 
7 
18 
22 
APPENDIX B 
PUBLIC INSTiniTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN SOtml CAROLINA 
Map Code 
Number 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
26.1 
26.2 
27 
Senior Colleges and Universities 
(Year Established as Public2 
The Citadel (1842) 
Clemson Univerisity (1889) 
College of Charleston (1970) 
Frances Marion College (1970) 
Lander College (1972) 
Medical University of South Carolina (1823) 
South Carolina State College (1896) 
University of South Carolina (1801) 
Winthrop (1886) 
Regional Campuses of U.S. C. 
Aiken (1976 four-year) 
Salkahatchie (1965) 
Beaufort (1959) 
Coastal Carolina (1974 four-year) 
Lancaster (1959) 
Spartanburg (1975 four-year) 
Sumter (1966) 
Union (1965) 
Technical Education Centers and Colleges 
Aiken Tee (1971) 
Beaufort Tee (1968) 
Chesterfield-Marlboro Tech. College (1969) 
Denmark Tee (194 7) 
Florence-Darlington Tech. College (1964) 
Greenville Tech. College (1962) 
Harry-Georgetown Tee (1966) 
~lidlands Tech. College (1963) 
Airport Campus 
Beltline Campus 
Orangeburg-Calhoun Tech. College (1968) 
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Map Code 
Number 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
32.1 
32.2 
33 
34 
Technical Education Centers and Colleges 
Piedmont Tech. College (1966) 
Spartanburg Tech. College (1963) 
Sumter Area Tech. College ( 1963) 
Tri-County Tech. College (1963) 
Trident Tech. College(l964) 
North Campus 
Palmer Campus 
Williamsburg Vocational Center (1969) 
York Tech. College (1964) 
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I 
co 
"" I 
57 
Chester 
Horry 
ll 
----~---- ~~~====---------------
APPENDIX C 
SOUTH CAROLINA CCM4ISSION ON HIGHER EDUCATION 
1978-1979 APPROPRIATION FORMULA 
1. Estimate the number of student credit hours to be produced, 
by level of instruction and academic area, during the Fall 
1978 semester. Such estimate may include half credit for 
contact hours in physical education and remedial courses 
unless credit hours toward a degree are awarded for such 
courses. 
2. Divide tmdergraduate credit hours by 15 
professional (law) credit hours by 15 
master's level credit hours by 11* 
and doctoral credit hours by 9 
to detennine the number of FJ'P (Full Time Equivalent) students 
to be taught. 
3. To find the number of FTE teaching faculty positions required, 
divide the number of FTE students at each level and in each 
academic area by an appropriate student/faculty ratio (see 
attaclunent). 
4. Compute the cost of teaching faculty salaries as follows : 
(a) Of the total number of FTE teaching faculty (other than 
ROTC) positions required, detennine the proportion to be -
filled by teaching assistants. (Use the proportion 
shown on Fall 1976 CHE Report 9, unless justification 
for a different proportion is presented.) Multiply the 
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number of FTE teaching assistants required by $6,633 
OUSC's 1976-1977 average 9 months FTE teaching assistant 
salary) plus improvements of 5% for 1977-1978 and 2.5% 
for 1978-1979. 
(b) MJl tiply the remaining number of FTE teaching faculty 
(other than ROTC) positions required: 
-by $17,808 (Clemson's 1976-1977 average 9 month salary 
for all main campus teaching faculty except student assis-
tants) plus improvements of 6. 7% and 2. 5% for main campus 
operations of the two universities, or 
- by $16,014 (Winthrop's 1976-1977 average 9 months teaching 
salary) plus improvements of 6. 7% and 2. 5% for colleges 
and four-year regional campuses, or 
- by $13,304 OUSC's Genc~·tl Studies' 1976-1977 average 9 
months teaching salary) plus improvements of 6. 7% and 2.5% 
for two-year regional campuses. 
(c) ROI'C faculty salaries may be computed at Step 4 (b) rates 
for purposes of calculating Steps 5, 6 and 8, but may not 
be included in Step 4. 
5. For the two universities add 40%, for the colleges and four-year 
regional campuses add 35% (40% for graduate instruction), and for 
two-year regional campuses add 30% of total teaching salary 
requirements to provide for instructional costs other than 
teaching salaries (i.e., "teaching faculty support") such as 
non-teaching portions of deans' and department heads' salaries, 
secretaries and clerks, non-teaching graduate assistants, 
supplies, equipment, travel, telephone, etc. Teaching faculty 
salaries plus teaching faculty support equal total Instructional 
costs. 
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6. Add 10% of total Instructional costs (as detennined in Step 5) 
to cover Libraries, including acquisitions and operations. 
7. (a) Add the average of three years' (1974-1975, 1975-1976 
and 1976-1977) actual expenditures for Operation~.and 
Maintenance of Plant (other than certain utili ties) plus 
6% per year. If during 1977-1978 or 1978-1979 the gross 
square footage of educational and general buildings 
increases at a faster rate than FTE student enrollments, 
add such incremental percentage to that year's allowance 
for general cost increases. Total allowable expenditures 
for Operation and Maintenance of Plant (other than certain 
utilities) may not exceed 31% of total Instructional costs. 
(b) Add the actual 1976-1977 expenditures for certain utilities 
(fuel oil, electricity, coal, and gas for heating, cooling 
and lighting) plus 8% per year (20% for gas). If during 
1977-1978 or 1978-1979 the gross square footage of educational 
and general buildings increases at a faster rate that FTE 
student enrollments, add .;:;uch incremental percentage to that 
year's 8% or 20% allowance for general cost increases. 
8. Add 26% of total Instructional costs to cover General 
Administration, Student Services, General Institutional 
Expense, Organized Activities Related to Educational 
Departments, and Extension and Public Service. 
9. Add the amotmts calculated in Steps 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 to 
determine the costs of basic Educational and General 
operations of each university main campus, each college 
or four-year regional campus, and the two-year regional 
campus system. 
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10. Compute the .required student fee income deduction for 
Educational and General purposes at $300 for each FTE 
tmiversity or regional campus student and $200 for each 
FTE college student, the amount per FTE to be doubled for 
the predicted percentage of out-of-state students. To 
this add the estimated revenue from sales and services 
(including application, laboratory, auto registration, 
and other service fees) and any anticipated income from 
Federal or local governments to be received in support 
of 1978-1979 Educational and General operations. 
11. Subtract the amount computed under Step 10 from the corres-
ponding amount computed under Step 9. This detennines the 
lump-sum State appropriation requested for basic Educational 
and General operations, subject to adjustment for actual 
Fall 1978 enrollments. 
12. Special funding over and above that provided t.mder Step 11 
may be requested for continuing or one-time non-capital 
expenditures such as: 
(a) Continuing: Justifiable incremental costs of continuing 
special situations in which the institution is not free 
to discontinue or curtail costly services or those required 
by the State (e.g., The Citadel's necessary extra costs 
resulting from being a military college; S. C. State's 
necessary costs in excess of student fees and other income 
for operating the Felton Laboratory School; and S. C. 
State's necessary costs of special remedial counseling 
and guidance) . 
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(b) One-time: Justifiable net (i,e,. after deducting related 
revenues), major one-time costs such as the previously 
agreed extra costs of new programs approved by the Commis-
sion on Higher Education, special startup costs of new 
colleges if not covered by tuition retention, and amotmts 
(in excess of those reasonably covered by Step 6, or by 
special startup costs, or by tuition retention) needed 
to bring library collections up to minimum accreditation 
standards. Note that equipment for new buildings is 
explicitly included in each permanent improvement project 
approved by the Budget and Control Board; redress for 
deficiencies should be sought through the same channels. 
13. Special ftmding may also be requested for Separately Budgeted 
Research, including operation of special bureaus and institutes 
and the universities' general research supplement of $250 per 
FI'E graduate student. These requests should be listed individually 
and justified fully. New programs require approval of the 
Commission. (Expenditures for Sponsored Research and 
other Sponsored Programs may not be included, since these 
are required to be self-supporting.) 
NOTE: * The divisor for determining FI'E master's level students 
will increase to 12 next year. 
Adopted June 2, 1977 
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SOUTH CAROLINA CCM4ISSION ON HIGHER EDUCATION 
STIJDENT/FACULTY RATIOS FOR USE Willi 
1978-1979 APPROPRIATION FORMULA 
UNDERGRADUATE 
Liberal Arts (including Social Sciences). 
Sciences (including Mathematics) 
Architecture .. 
Fine Arts 
Teacher Education (including Physical 
Education) 
Teacher Education - Practice Teaching 
Agriculture (including Forestry) 
Engineering. 
Home Economics 
Social Work .•. 
Criminal Justice 
Nursing 
Nursing Associate .•• 
Pha'nila.cy •••••••••••••• 
Business Administration 
Textile Science 
Library Science 
(including Economics) . 
Speech Pathology and Audiology. 
Military Science (ROTC). 
Public Health 
Remedial Instruction 
MASTER'S AND PROFESSIONAL 
Liberal Arts (including Social Sciences) 
Sciences (including Mathematics) 
Architecture ••.••.. 
Fine Arts 
Teacher Education 
Agriculture (including Forestry) 
Engineering 
Home Economics 
Law 
Criminal Justice 
Social Work •••.•.. 
Library Science 
Nursing ...•••.... 
Business Administration (including Economics) 
Textile Science ...........•.... 
Speech Pathology and Audiology 
Pharmacy ........... . 
Public Health •................. 
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r -·· 
19:1 
22:1 
16:1 
14:1 
23:1 
12:1 
20:1 
16:1 
12:1 
18:1 
18:1 
7:1 
8:1 
17:1 
22:1 
12:1 
20:1 
13:1 
12:1 
15:1 
16:1 
11:1 
9:1 
9:1 
8:1 
13:1 
11:1 
9:1 
8:1 
26:1 
12:1 
13:1 
10:1 
7:1 
15:1 
7:1 
7:1 
9:1 
7:1 
·~~·- .. ..) 
"<>~·· 
DOCI'ORAL 
Liberal Arts (including Social Sciences) ••...•...... 5:1 
Sciences (including Mathematics) ..•••..••.••.•••••.. 7:1 
Teach.er Education • . • • • . • • • • • . • . • • • . • . • • • . • • • • • . • . . • • 8: 1 
Agriculture (including Forestry) ••..•...••••.•••.•... 5:1 
Er:tgin.eering . • • • • . . . • • . • • • . . • • . • . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . 6 : 1 
Business Administration (including Economics) ••.••..• 8:1 
Textile Science • • • • • • • • • • • • • . . • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • 4: 1 
Adopted June 2, 1977 
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